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ABSTRACT
This thesis focuses on the significant effects on business performance as a result
of the dynamic congruence between information systems (IS) strategy and business
strategy. After an extensive review of the relevant literature, the essential dimensions
of the content and process domains of IS strategy and business strategy were
identified and operationalised. Subsequently, this study has succeeded in establishing
a model known as the Integrated Strategic Alignment Model (ISAM) illustrating the
structural relationships between IS strategy, business strategy and business
performance. With the use of structural equation modelling techniques, this study
provided empirical support for the theoretical conceptualisation that a strategic fit
between these constructs would have positive impacts on the business performance of
organisations. It was found that conversely, the outcome of a firm's business
performance also impacted on the firm's strategy process and consequently the
outcome of such process. Substantiating the theoretical ISAM model, this study has
also developed the relevant instruments to measure the strategic fit between IS
strategy, business strategy and its impacts on business performance.
Although the fieldwork of this research study targeted at the banking, financial
services and the shipping logistics industries in Hong Kong, it is envisaged that within
the limitations of its design, the results of the research can be useful to the effective
management of information systems in the selected business sectors as well as the
general business firms when they plan, select and execute their information systems
strategy.
11
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I wish to express my gratitude and appreciation to all the SEMS teachers who
have taught me in the past years in the MBA programme, which eventually inspired
me to proceed to the studies leading to this PhD degree, for their guidance and
teaching that covered a wide spectrum of subject areas. I particularly wish to thank
Dr. Robert Phelps, Professor Paul Gamble, and Dr. Peter Wheale, my supervisors, for
their continual critical analysis, encouragement and support. I am very grateful to
Professor Peter Kangis, who also became my supervisor at the final stage, for his
useful and constructive help in the thorough review of this thesis.
I am grateful to Professor Kevin Cullinane for his continual support in my
studies and valuable views during the pilot study and fieldwork. I also wish to thank
Mr. C. K. Ng, Acting Head of the Department of Shipping and Transport Logistics,
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University, for his help in getting the staff development
fund for this PhD programme. I am also grateful to Dr. Dong-wook Sung, for his
valuable knowledge about the shipping and logistics industry and for his support
during the pilot study. I wish to thank Mr. Jimmy Ng for his help in contacting some
shipping professionals for the interviews.
Many executives in the banking, financial services and shipping logistics
sectors have devoted their precious time in completing the questionnaires. Without
their help, this thesis could not be materialised. Although many of their names remain
unknown to me, I wish to express my deep gratitude to them and I will always
remember their generosity and enthusiasm in supporting academic research.
And last, but not the least, to many colleagues in the Department of Shipping
and Transport Logistics who have taken part in the mailing of the survey
questionnaires, please know that genuine thanks are sent to you too.
111
TABLE OF CONTENT
ABSTRACT	 ii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT	 iii
ABBREVIATIONS & GLOSSARY	 xiii
LIST OF TABLES	 xiv
LIST OF FIGURES	 xvii
LIST OF APPENDICES	 xix
CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION	 1
1.1	 The Rationale of the Study	 1
1.1.1 What Goes Wrong? 	 1
1.1.2 The Reasons for What Goes Wrong	 5
1.1.3 A Research to Address the Issues of Concern 	 9
1.2	 Objectives of the Thesis 	 11
1.3	 Outline and General Approaches of the Thesis 	 12
1.4 Summary	 13
CHAPTER 2
A CRITICAL REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
AND RELATED RESEARCH	 14
2.1	 The Influences of Power and Politics in Organisations
	 15
2.1.1 The Paradox of Managerial Hegemony
	 15
2.1.2 The Strategy — Performance Link
	 19
2.1.3 Implications
	 20
iv
2.2	 The Critical Dimensions of the Notion of IS Strategy 	 21
2.2.1 Section Outline	 21
2.2.2 Definitions of Strategy Content and Process	 21
Section I: The IS Strategy Content Literature
2.2.3 The IS strategy for Competitive Advantage	 23
2.2.3.1	 A Critique on the Work of Sethi (1998) 	 23
2.2.3.2	 The Significance of IT Infrastructure	 25
2.2.3.3	 Competence-Based View of IS Strategy 	 28
2.2.3.4	 Significance of Information Quotient 	 29
2.2.3.5	 IS Strategy for the Support of Business Strategic
Orientation: Some Thoughts on Chan et al.'s
(1997) Work	 32
2.2.3.6	 Inadequacies of the Studies on IS Content dimensions 	 35
2.2.4 Section Summary	 36
Section II: The IS Strategy Process Literature
2.2.5 A General Reflection on the Strategy Process 	 37
2.2.6 The First Step in Aligning IS Strategy to Business Objectives:
The Planning and Implementation Processes of IS Strategy 	 39
2.2.7 The Evolution Process In IS Strategy Planning:
The Auer and Reponen (1997) and the Reponen (1994) Studies
	 41
2.2.8 A Reflection on the IS Strategy Framework
of Levy et al. (1999)	 43
2.2.9 Lessons from the Opportunistic Approach of IS Planning
(Hackney and Little, 1999)	 45
2.2.10 The Need for Sophistication: Process Profiles of IS Planning	 47
2.2.11 The Comprehensive Approach of IS Planning 	 48
2.2.12 Inconsistencies and Contradictions	 50
V
Section III: The Integrated IS Strategy
2.2.13 The Integrated Approach of the Das et al. (1991) Study
	 53
2.2.13.1 The Content Dimensions of the Das eta!. (1991) Study 	 55
2.2.13.2 Arguments on the Process Dimensions of the
Das et al. (1991) Study	 56
2.2.14 Confusions over the Alignment Model of IS Strategy:
The Henderson and Venkatraman (1992) Study 	 58
2.2.15 Evidence from a Case Study: IS Strategy alone is not enough 	 61
2.2.16 Implications for the Operationalisation and
Measurement of IS Strategy 	 61
2.2.16.1 The Operationalised IS Strategy Content Dimensions 	 67
2.2.16.2 The Operationalised IS Strategy Process Dimensions 	 69
2.3	 The Notion of Business Strategy	 71
2.3.1 A Critique on Business Strategy Research 	 71
2.3.2 Review of the Content Approach of Research on
Strategic Management and its Measurements 	 73
2.3.3 Review of the Process Approach on Strategic Management
	 79
2.3.4 Evaluation of the Single Domain Approach
	 81
2.3.5 The Integrated Content-Process Approach for Business Strategy 83
2.3.5.1	 Operationalisation of the Content Dimensions
of Business Strategy	 83
2.3.5.2	 Operationalisation of the Process Dimensions
of Business Strategy	 85
2.4	 The Notion of Strategic Fit 	 87
2.5 The Way Forward	 91
vi
CHAPTER 3
A CRITICAL REVIEW OF STRATEGIC FIT MODELS
AND THE FORMULATION OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS 93
3.1	 A Critical Review of the Current Strategic Fit Models 	 93
3.1.1 The Das et al. (1991) Model 	 93
3.1.2 A Critique on the Henderson and Venkatraman (1992, 1999)
Model
	
95
3.1.3 Limitations of the Veliyath and Srinivasan (1995)
Gestalts Model	 98
3.1.4 An Appraisal of the Chan, Huff, Barclay and
Copeland (1997) Study	 101
3.1.5 The Zajac et al. (2000) Model of Dynamic Strategic Fit 	 103
3.1.6 Implications	 105
3.2	 The Measurement of Strategic Fit	 106
3.2.1 Methodology	 106
3.2.2 Selection of the Most Appropriate Methodology 	 113
3.3	 Measurement of Business Performance	 118
3.3.1 The Multiple Dimensions of Business Performance
	 118
3.3.2 Objectives Vs Perceptual Assessment,
Primary Vs Secondary Data Sources
	 123
3.3.3 Operationalisation of Business Performance Dimensions
	 126
3.3.4 Constraints of Environmental Factors	 131
3.4	 The Generic Research Questions
	 133
3.4.1 Towards an Integrated Model	 133
3.4.2 The Research Questions
	 135
vi i
CHAPTER 4
RESEARCH MODEL AND HYPOTHESES	 136
4.1	 The Research Model	 136
4.2	 The First Order Construct of the Model 	 137
4.3 The Higher Order Construct of the ISAM Model 	 139
4.3.1 Different Configurations of the ISAM Model 	 139
4.3.2 Originality of the ISAM Model 	 145
4.4	 The Direct Effects of the Content and Process Domains
of Business Strategy and IS Strategy	 146
4.5	 Strategic Fit and the Impacts of Fit on Business Performance 	 147
4.6	 Multivariate Strategic Alignment (Fxn) and its Impacts
on Business Performance	 149
4.6.1 Strategic Alignment among the Content and
Process Domains of IS Strategy and
the Content Domain of Business Strategy (Fx1)	 150
4.6.2 Strategic Alignment among the Content and
Process Domains of IS Strategy and
the Process Domain of Business Strategy (Fx2)	 151
4.6.3 Strategic Alignment among the Content and
Process Domains of Business Strategy and
the Content Domain of IS Strategy (Fx3) 	 152
4.6.4 Strategic Alignment among the Content and
Process Domains of Business Strategy and
the Process Domain of IS Strategy (Fx4)
	
153
4.6.5 Overall Strategic Alignment 	 154
4.7	 Limitations of the Conceptual Model	 155
4.8	 The Research Propositions and Hypotheses	 157
4.8.1 Propositions relating to the Constructs of the ISAM Model	 157
4.8.2 Hypotheses relating to the Impacts of Strategic Alignment
on Business Performance	 158
viii
CHAPTER 5
RESEARCH DESIGN
	 160
5.1	 Overview	 160
5.2 A Paradigm for Instrument Development 	 160
5.3 The Development of the ISAM Instrument 	 162
5.4	 The Content Validity of the ISAM Instrument 	 165
5.4.1 The Content Validity Check Process 	 165
5.4.2 Reflection on the Views of the Judges 	 171
5.5	 Pilot Testing	 173
5.5.1 Secondary Objective Performance Data for the Pilot Test 	 174
5.5.2 Correlation Between Perceptual and Objective Assessment
of Business Performance	 175
5.6	 Research Methodology	 183
5.6.1 Qualitative or Quantitative Approach
	 183
5.6.2 The Reasons for Using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)
	 186
5.6.3 The Choice of (SEM) Software	 188
5.7 Summary	 189
CHAPTER 6
SURVEY DESIGN AND EXECUTION
	 191
6.1	 Characteristics and Context of the Field Work 	 191
6.1.1 Reasons for the Choice of Industries	 191
6.1.2 Characteristics of the Banking and Finance Industries
and Sample Sources	 193
6.1.3 Characteristics of the Shipping Logistics Industry
	 195
ix
6.2	 Sampling Design
	 197
6.2.1 Criteria of Sampling Design 	 197
6.2.2 Practical Considerations	 200
6.3	 Implementation of the Survey	 204
6.3.1 Survey Execution	 204
6.3.2 Follow-up Actions 	 206
6.4	 Survey Results 	 207
6.4.1 Response Rates	 207
6.4.2 The Background of the Respondents 	 209
6.4.2.1	 Respondents According to Industry Types	 209
6.4.2.2	 Company Types	 210
6.4.2.3	 Company Sizes	 212
6.4.2.4	 Characteristics of the Respondents 	 213
6.4.3	 Issues of the Rejection of Outliers 	 215
6.4.4	 Adequacy of the Sample Sizes 	 217
6.4.5	 Reflection on Questionnaire Completion
	 218
6.5 Summary	 219
CHAPTER 7
DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
	 220
7.1	 Overview	 220
7.2	 SEM Analysis Strategy
	 222
7.3 Samples and Sampling Frame Bias	 226
7.4	 Test of Multivariate Normality 	 227
7.4.1 Detection of Outliers	 227
7.4.2 Rejection of the Outliers
	 231
7.4.3 Sample Size	 232
x
	7.5	 A Profile of Scale Items	 232
7.5.1 Scale Items	 232
7.5.2 Scale Reliabilities and Characteristics 	 237
	
7.6	 Confirming the Constructs of IS and Business Strategies	 241
7.6.1 Testing Propositions 1 and 2 	 241
7.6.1.1	 Assessing the Unidimensionality, Reliability and
Convergent Validity 	 245
7.6.1.2	 Discriminant Validity	 252
7.6.1.3	 Conclusions on the Testing of Propositions 1 and 2	 254
7.6.2 Testing Propositions 3 and 4 	 255
7.6.2.1	 Discussion on Unidimensionality, Reliabilities
and Convergent Validity
	 259
7.6.2.2	 Discriminant Validity 	 261
7.6.2.3	 Conclusions on the Testing of Propositions 3 and 4 	 262
	
7.7	 Testing Hypothesis 1 (HI) 	 264
7.7.1 Assessing the Direct Effects of a Single Strategy Domain 	 265
7.7.1.1	 The Measurement Models 	 266
7.7.1.2	 Analysis of the Structural Models 	 270
7.7.2 Assessing the Effects of the Two-Dimensional
Strategic Alignments	 274
7.7.2.1	 The Measurement Models 	 275
7.7.2.2	 Analysis of the Structural Models	 281
7.7.2.3	 Conclusions on the Testing of Hypothesis 1	 286
	
7.8	 Testing Hypothesis 2 (H2)	 289
7.8.1 Assessing the Effects of the Three-Dimensional
Strategic Fit on Business Performance	 290
7.8.1.1	 The Measurement Models 	 295
7.8.1.2	 Analysis of the Structural Models	 300
7.8.2 Conclusion on the Testing the Hypothesis 2 (H2)
	 305
xi
7.9	 Testing Hypothesis 3 (H3) 	 306
7.9.1 The Overall Strategic Alignment Model - Fxc
	
306
7.9.2 The Measurement Model	 308
7.9.3 Assessing the Structural Model	 310
7.9.4 Model Modifications	 313
	
7.9.4.1	 Analysis of the Structural Model (Modified)	 316
	
7.9.4.2	 Implications of the Modified Model	 318
7.9.5 Model Comparisons	 319
7.9.6 Conclusions on the Testing of Hypothesis 3 (H3) 	 323
7.10 Conclusions on Hypotheses Testing	 324
CHAPTER 8
IMPLICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS
OF THE RESEARCH
	 327
8.1	 Contributions of the Research Findings 	 327
8.2	 Implications for Senior Management
	 330
8.2.1 Pragmatism of the ISAM Model 	 330
	
8.2.1.1	 Application of the Fx4 Model	 332
	
8.2.1.2	 Application of the Modified Fxc Model
	 336
	
8.2.1.3	 The Problem of Strategic Alignment 	 339
8.2.2 Management Guidelines for Strategic Alignment	 340
8.3	 Limitations of the Research 	 346
8.4	 Directions for Future Research 	 348
8.5	 Epilogue
	 350
BIBLIOGRAPHY	 353
APPENDICES
	 377
xii
ABBREVIATIONS & GLOSSARY
STRATEGY "A strategy is the pattern or plan that integrates an organisation's
major goals, policies and action sequences into a cohesive whole.
A well-formulated strategy helps to marshal and allocate an
organisation's resources into a unique and viable posture based on
its relative internal competencies and shortcomings, anticipated
changes in the environment and contingent moves by intelligent
opponents." (Quinn, 1998, p. 5).
DWT:	 Deadweight Tonnage:
"Deadweight tonnage (DWT) is the weight in tons of cargo, stores,
fuel, water, passengers and crew carried by the ship when loaded to
her maximum summer loadline." (Hong Kong Shipping Statistics
1997, p. xi).
GRT:	 Gross Registered Tonnage:
"Gross registered tonnage (GRT) is, broadly, the capacity of a ship
in cubic feet of the space within the hull, and of the enclosed space
above the deck available for cargo, stores, fuel, passengers and
crew, with certain exceptions, divided by 100. Thus 100 cubic feet
of capacity is equivalent to 1 gross registered ton." (Hong Kong
Shipping Statistics 1997, p. xi).
IS:	 Information Systems. This term is used interchangeably with
Strategic Information Systems (SIS) in this thesis.
IT:
	 Information Technology
MIS:	 Management Information Systems
SIS:	 Strategic Information Systems:
"An SIS is an IT application which helps a firm improve its long-
term performance by achieving its corporate strategy, and thereby
directly increasing its value added contribution to the industry
value chain. An SIS will give management an opportunity to
increase the effectiveness with which a firm relates to and operates
within its industry value chain." (Remenyi 1991, p. 60).
TEU	 Twenty-feet Equivalent Unit:.
Container of dimensions 20 feet x 8 feet x 8 feet and 6 inches.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 The Rationale of the Study
1.1.1 What Goes Wrong?
In the 1990s and up to the present 2002, three powerful world-wide changes have
altered the environment of business. The first change is the emergence and
strengthening of the global economy and globalisation of business (Tersine et al.,
1997; Chimerine, 1997; Nadesan, 2001). The second change is the transformation of
industrial economies and societies into knowledge- and information-based service
economies (Alonso, 1994; Steininger et al. 1999). The third is the transformation of
the business enterprise, signified by delayering, decentralisation, re-engineering
(Davenport and Stoddard, 1994; Caron et al., 1994), digital convergence (Covell,
2000), and disintermediation (Teixeira, 2000). These changes in the business
environment and climate pose a number of new challenges to business firms and their
management as well as academic research in related fields. For example, digital
convergence, which is defined as the merging of digital communication technology,
computing, and digital media, is reshaping the way individuals and companies
collaborate and share information by enabling new forms of human interaction.
According to Covell (2000), the next phase of digital convergence would be rich
media, which incorporates broadband interactive multimedia as a fundamental
feature. One direct consequence of such technology is the enhanced ability in
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establishing closer and direct links between customers and companies in business
transactions through disintermediation (Berghel, 2000). Disintermediation, which cuts
out the middleman in business transactions, has tremendous impacts on all service
industries particularly in banking and financial services industries (Teixeira, 2000).
Although Teixeira's study shows that under disintermediation, financial services can
improve, customers are better served, the flow of funds is made more efficient, and
the industry's work processes are made more productive, the impacts of this
technology driven change on various service industries are far from thoroughly
investigated.
The banking industry, the financial services and the shipping logistics business are
important industries in Hong Kong given the Hong Kong Special Administrative
Region (SAR) Government's strategic intention to establish the region as a financial
centre and logistics centre in the Far East (Hong Kong SAR Government, 2001).
Various firms in these industries often compete by differentiating their products and
services to their customers on a more efficient and customer-oriented basis. These
industries have traditionally been using various forms of information technology (IT)
in their daily operations as supporting tools to make their operations more efficient.
However, the dynamic developments of the information technology bring profound
and permanent changes to these industries.
In particular, they all recognise that e-business can provide services to their
customers on a multi-product, multi-geographic, and around the clock basis. It also
helps to improve customer relations by meeting customer demands and expectations
and generate new business opportunities. The impact of e-commerce is duly
recognised by the banking industry as a major issue as it would change the fabric of
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the way business is done in banking and financial services (Bond, 1999). For
example, HSBC created iBusiness Corporation.com  to facilitate e-banking business.
In addition to their application of information systems in risk analysis and simulation
of various investment strategies, fund managers are also active in providing business-
to-customer (B2C) type e-business to their customers so that they can have access to
the global market on the 24-hour basis and eliminate the geographical barriers for
their customers. However, according to a survey of 103 financial firms in Europe by
Knight (2000), many fund managers still have not worked out how e-commerce is
going to affect them, while most investment banks are moving ahead with their
strategies.
The shipping business is no exception to the e-business revolution. It is recognised
by the shipping logistics business community that the future of the industry lies in
creating new alliances and partnerships (Ryoo and Thanopoulou, 1999). In this
respect the information systems helps in integrating and streaming the supply chain,
reducing cost and wastage, sharing information and customer bases. The industry is
moving towards providing greater operational information on-line, from finding
where to purchase ship supplies to pinpointing the exact location of ships and cargoes
(Jeffery, 1999). With the advent of portals, new partnerships between technology,
information and service providers can be established, communication costs and
inefficiencies can be reduced, and also timesaving through increasing accessibility to
information.
In today's highly competitive environment, it is probable that there might be
greater dangers of formulating ineffective information systems (IS) strategy, and that
improved IS planning process is a key issue as viewed by corporate general managers
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and IS executives (Lederer and Sethi, 1998). They also find that successful
implementation of an effective IS planning process is a top challenge for IS
executives. Applications recommended by a strategic information systems planning
study often are disregarded although others, ignored by the study, are implemented. In
addition to implementation problems, the planning process can be expensive and
time-consuming. Hence, it is understandable that in facing challenges of the dynamic
and rapid development in information technology, organisations should effectively
provide IS to support their particular business strategic orientations which are
producing desired marketplace results, allocating more resources to IS projects which
provide this support (Chan et al., 1997). It cannot arbitrarily be assumed that they
would naturally apply the concept of strategy and assert the role IS might play in
contributing to the organisation's distinctiveness and competitive success.
Recognising such needs, Hackbarth and Kettinger (2000) propose a methodology
to build an e-business strategy. Nowadays, business managers are more willing to
invest and develop in IS to establish an e-business environment. However, business
managers often think that by following the trends and investing generously in IS, they
can achieve what they intend to achieve, while IS professionals think that they can
fulfil the business needs by installing the specified hardware and software. However,
the business reality demands a more sophisticated strategy towards the application of
information technology in business. King and McAulay (1997) have been quite right
in suggesting that information technology needs strategies and also strategists.
New developments in IS expands the business scope which again reinforces and
drives the need for more comprehensive support by IS infrastructure. The common
dot-corn era phenomenon is that:
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"Most organizations do not have a clear sense of the implications of the Internet
for business strategy. Merely a presence on the Web, coupled with increased
Internet-based technology spending, will not produce desired results without a
clearly articulated Internet strategy." (Elango, 2000, P. 32).
Hence, it is not surprising to find that some young entrepreneurs, after devising an
idea for the next gimmick e-commerce Web-site, raised enormous sums of venture
capital, spent lavishly on advertising, and eventually went or nearly went bankrupt
towards the end of 2000. Boo.com
 was a typical example of this phenomenon (Parker,
2001). It seems that the interactive nature between IS and business strategies has not
been fully pronounced by these two management groups of IS and business, and
surely this is not a good way to manage IS in this Internet era. Clearly there is
something wrong with the deployment of information systems in enterprises with
respect to the alignment of information services and business objectives.
1.1.2 The Reasons for What Goes Wrong
The reasons for such mis-alignment between the deployment of IS and the
business objectives can be described as follows:
1. Managers might not be aware that there is a paradigm shift in business strategy
It is well accepted that successful business in this new Internet age must be
supported by an effective IS infrastructure within the firm for giving rapid
responses to customers. The whole set up should be customer focused, identifiable
with its industry-specific knowledge and supported by a very efficient and
effective global value chain. Management adds value by integrating IS and other
resources and make them working for the common objectives of the firm. In this
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respect, business and IS cannot be separated or separable. In order to make IS
work in common with business, there should be an effective IS strategy that is
consistent with the business strategy. Malhotra (2000) argues that:
"The organization plans for its future, but does not rely on its plans! This
observation is more representative of several Internet-based start-ups that
question their business logic everyday while competing in Internet time. Acute
attention and response to market needs is a key determinant for most business
organizations; ...Access to an organizational information base, authority to
take decisive action, and the requisite skills are embedded at the front lines
where real action takes place so that strategy is devised and implemented in
real-time." (Malhotra, 2000, p.13).
Given that IS is an integral part of today's business organisations, IS strategy
should be different and unique from marketing strategy or financial strategy that is
usually associated with a firm's business strategy. It is unique because it is unlike
marketing's 4Ps or financial strategy's risk management and hedging strategies. IS
strategy focuses on the following issues:
• Congruence or consistency with the initiatives and scope of the firm's
business (Reich and Benbasat, 2000).
• Management policy for the IS infrastructure (Byrd and Turner, 2000;
Broadbent et al., 1999):
> How can we ensure that the system is flexible and responsive to our
business operation and customer service?
> How can we ensure that the system is available all the time and in the
desired place?
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> How can we ensure that the IS infrastructure capability can cope with
the extensive business process changes in this Internet era?
• Technological development policy for the IS infrastructure (Tan and
Uijttenbroek, 1997):
> Who is going to develop the IS in our company? By internal or
external sources?
> How can we guarantee the integrity of data that is so important to our
business?
> Is it directly geared to achieving business goals? Does it change with
the business organisation?
> Is the system scalable, i.e. can we modify our system easily in
synchronisation with the development of our business?
> When we deal with our suppliers, business partners, and customers, do
we need to establish interoperability? Does it improve cooperation
among managers, users, and IT specialists?
2. The significance of the dynamic congruence between IS strategy and business
strategy has not been fully understood by business managers and IS managers:
"Managers are painfully aware that the real business challenge is not static
alignment among the four domains at any one point in time (when the strategic
planning exercise is carried out!), but ensuring continual assessment of the
trends across these four domains to allow them to reposition the firm in the
external environment and rearrange their internal infrastructure. We urge
managers to recognize seriously the need to evolve from one perspective to
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another based on shifts in the business environment--both internal and
external." (Henderson and Venkatraman, 1999, p 482).
People often realise that if the marketing strategy were not good, it would have
impact on the total sales and subsequently affect the business performance, and so
as the company's financial strategy that would affect a company's debt position
and cashflow. But how about the IS infrastructure in the organisation? If it cannot
go along in line with a company's business initiatives and information needs, it
would definitely affect a company's performance.
3. When people conceptualise their business and IS strategies, they might not be able
to find a valid model that would guide them to comprehend the dimensions of the
strategy content and the process of planning:
"It is clear that even though information technology (I/T) has evolved from
traditional orientation of administrative support towards a more strategic role
within an organization, there is still a glaring lack of fundamental frameworks
within which to understand the potential of UT for tomorrow's organizations."
(Henderson and Venkatraman, 1999, p. 472)
A model that highlights the importance of synchronising complex organisational
elements for effective implementation of the chosen strategy and its planning
process is thus a challenge for researchers in this field.
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1.1.3 A Research to Address the Issues of Concern
It is generally known nowadays that information systems (IS) play an important
role in organisational existence through its impacts on the business performance that
is signified by firm financial performance. However, the application information
systems may not automatically improve firm profitability (Shin, 2001). Bearing in
mind the specified reasons on what goes wrong in the previous section, it would be
very interesting to investigate the composition of the factors that lead to better
business performance. Basically there are three major issues related to the problem
identified: the notion of IS strategy, the notion of business strategy, and the way that
these two strategies can be congruent or strategically aligned. The fundamental
question here is that one plus one might not be equal to two! Sometimes it is greater
than two, signified by the synergetic effects that are signified by outstanding business
performances which fully justify the investment in firm's IS infrastructure and
management efforts; or it may be less than two, denoted by firm's poor business
performance or even bankruptcy. This phenomenon is often characterised by the
failure in achieving some kind of strategic fit between firm's application, governance
and infrastructure of information systems and business initiatives (Sauer et al. 1997).
This phenomenon implies that within the notions of IS strategy and business strategy,
there should be some components that would allow a two-way communication
between the two strategy domains.
As organisations enter the new 21 st century signified by knowledge-based
economy, information superhighway, e-business and virtual organisations, senior
managers realise that in addition to business strategy influencing IS, and the IS
deployed by organisation also influence it business strategy (Parker, 2000; Rockart
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and Ross, 1996). While contemplating the interactive nature of strategic alignment
between these predominant notions of strategies that modern organizations try their
very best to conceive and operate, one has a natural question to ask: "What should be
the dimensions of IS strategy and business strategy? How can they be
operationalised"? If the dimensions of these two broad strategy domains are
identified, the next logical step would be the endeavour to investigate the relationship
between the dimensions of these two broad strategy domains. This is important
because the dynamic congruence between IS strategy and business strategy has been
traditionally one of the fundamental issues in IS management (Niederman et al., 1991,
Brancheau et al., 1996). Such importance is predominantly signified by the impact of
the strategic fit on firm's business performance (Sabherwal and Chan, 2001). There
are three substantively distinct but closely related entities relevant to the study of this
research: IS strategy, business strategy and business performance. However, despite
the importance of the understanding of the relationship between these three domains,
there were surprisingly limited researches with respect to this problem area by a
search of the relevant literature. Although a fuller account of the literature on strategic
alignment and its related issues will be discussed in subsequent Chapter 2 and Chapter
3, it is logical at this stage to point out that in order to fully understand the complex
nature of the specified strategic fit, some measuring instruments need to be developed
to assess such relationships. If the measures obtained by these instruments are valid,
then there will be ways to address the reasons on what goes wrong in nowadays IS
management and provide guidelines for senior managers in managing their more and
more sophisticated information systems.
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Since strategic alignment is not just a static event but a process of continuous
adaptation and changes (Henderson and Venkatraman, 1999), the development of the
requisite measures should take into consideration the dynamic and interactive nature
of IS strategy and business strategy and are expected to achieve the objectives
specified in the subsequent section.
1.2 Objectives of the Thesis
The primary objective of this thesis is to conduct research in the fields of strategic
information systems and strategic management so as to:
1. Establish a model illustrating the structural relationship between IS strategy,
business strategy and organisational performance; and the theoretical
conceptualisation that an alignment or strategic fit between these constructs would
have positive impact on the business performance of organisations.
2. Develop and validate instruments to measure the alignment (or strategic fit)
between IS strategy, business strategy and its impact on organisational
performance.
3. Demonstrate that the theoretical conceptualisation of strategic fit can be verified
by the appropriate empirical and statistical tests.
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1.3 Outline and General Approaches of the Thesis
The methodology to be used in this thesis will adhere to the following guidelines:
(a) Discuss the problems in broad theoretical terms.
(b) Relate the problems to some business context and develop the literature
review to examine these issues and account for any gap or deficiencies
between the theory and the practices.
(c) Formulate the research question and hypotheses based on the procedures
described in (b).
(d) Develop the research instrument that can be used to investigate the problem
areas.
(e) Conduct field work for data collection.
(0	 Analyse the data and test the hypotheses.
(g) Validate the results.
(h) Relate the results to the research question.
Based on such premises, the subsequent Chapter 2 offers a critical review of the
relevant literature and related research on the subject of IS strategy, business strategy,
business performance, and strategic fit and defines the main theme and the
dimensions of this research.
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1.4 Summary
Based on what has been discussed in this chapter, it seems that managers have still
to fully recognise the importance of IS strategy, its infrastructure and alignment with
business strategy in this fast-changing business environment. The boom-bust
phenomenon of the dot-com companies in the second half of the year 2000 indicated
that putting the letter 'e' before a business does not equate to a valid permit to good
business performance and profit. Various efforts have focused on the formulation of
IS strategy and the evaluation on its effect on organisational change. Models and
methodologies have been formulated and tested. However, the research work in this
area is far from complete. Therefore, the work of some prominent research in this
field will be evaluated in the next chapter and their implications on this research will
also be examined.
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CHAPTER 2
A CRITICAL REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
AND RELATED RESEARCH
The primary research constructs in this thesis embrace the conceptualisation of
strategic information systems, business strategy, strategic fit and the impacts of the
alignment of these constructs on business performance. In order to characterise the
orientation and fulfil the objectives of the multidisciplinary research work of this
thesis, it is necessary to utilise business strategy as a reference discipline because the
strategic purposes of information systems are derived from such context (Chu, 1995,
Lederer and Sethi, 1996). In this chapter, the content and the process dimensions of
the strategic information systems and business strategy are critically reviewed.
Following this review, the rationale for the integrative approach of both the content
and process dimensions is discussed and established. The current approaches on the
constructs of the alignment between IS strategy, business strategy and its impact on
organisational performance are then critically examined in the subsequent chapter so
as to develop a new integrative conceptual framework on the study of strategic
alignment.
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2.1 The Influences of Power and Politics in Organisations
2.1.1 The Paradox of Managerial Hegemony
It is necessary to discuss power and politics in organisations first before the
discussion on the notions of information systems strategy and business strategy. The
importance of the concept of power has provoked debates for decades, and it is not an
attribute possessed in isolation. According to Pettigrew (1973), it is a relational
concept generated, produced, and preserved in the organisational context and in
organisational relations with others. It requires the ability to produce desired
organisational effects, and it is the outcome of the awareness, possession, control and
tactical use of sources of power. The political-bureaucratic model of organisational
decision of Pettigrew considers decision-makers occupy hierarchically different
positions and compete or cooperate in a political game. It is the power of each of them
that ensures certain goals are set and that attention focuses on particular issues.
When strategies are being investigated in the context of business organisations, it
has been argued that many studies have not incorporated the direct source of
variations in formal structural arrangements, namely the strategic decisions of those
who have the power of structural initiation (Child, 1972). In Child's theoretical model
of strategic choice, the evaluation of the organisation's position, and the subsequent
choice of objectives for the organisation are coloured by power-holders' ideology.
The consequences of this incorporation, according to Child, are rather critical:
• The design of organisational structure has a limited effect on performance
levels achieved and the contextual variables only represent limited exigencies
bearing upon structural design of organisations.
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• Even if the structural design has some effect upon performance levels because
of contextual pressures, organisation decision-makers may be in a position to
institute modifications to the context in order to retain a preferred structure
without serious detriment to performance.
Child's argument pinpoints at the negligence of political process in the study of
strategic management. He argues that researchers have not paid due attention to the
influence of the power-holders in organisations who have the power to decide upon
the courses of strategic action. This is indeed a very critical observation because it
would make other studies in strategic management invalid or incomplete. They might
become invalid because they have not considered that power-holders have 'strategic
choices' of establishing the type of structural forms of organisations, manipulation of
environmental features and the choice of performance standards. Hillman and Hitt
(1999) also argue that political strategies, like market strategies, involve a complex set
of decisions for firms. It is also important to note that government policy might have
great influence on a firm's opportunity set and a firm might have potential to shape
government policy, thereby shaping their own competitive space. Although such
arguments, up to the present moment, are far from conclusive, they would naturally
bring out a very fundamental question about organisational performance: "Is
organisational performance a dependent or independent variable subject to the
manipulation of power-holders in organisations?"
In the field of strategic management, it is most likely that performance is treated
as a dependent variable and a primary focus (March and Sutton, 1999). This trend is
reflected in their survey of the published empirical research on organizations in three
of the highly regarded journals — the Strategic Management Journal, the Academy of
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Management Journal, and the Administrative Science Quarterly Journal in the years
1993, 1994 and 1995:
"In these three years, these three journals published 439 articles and research
notes. Performance appeared as a variable in 124 (28%) of the abstracts of those
articles, 88 times as a dependent variable only, 15 times as an independent
variables only, 13 times as both, and 8 times in some other capacity." (March and
Sutton, 1999, p. 352).
The study of organisation performance often involves the identification of the true
causal relationship among performance variables and other variables with either
qualitative or quantitative methodologies. In this respect, the studies and debates in
this field are far from over. Child's work highlights the importance of the political
process in organisations and power-holder's manipulation of performance standards.
If performance standards can be manipulated for political reasons, then what would be
the viability of establishing the true causal relationship between organisation
performance and other contextual variables? That means it is necessary to make
certain assumptions in the study of organisation performance.
Two crucial aspects of organisational politics can be observed from the work of
Child: the responsibility of actions and the endogenous legitimacy of domination that
can be regarded as the recognition of the right to govern. The political influence in
Child's strategic choice framework can only be effective if organizations are regarded
as structures of domination and structures of legitimacy. However, domination does
not mean a highly centralised and authoritarian form of organisational government.
On the contrary, with the expansion of liberal management based on decentralisation,
the marketisation of organisations and autonomy, domination can be regarded as a
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new structure called 'soft bureaucracies' (Courpasson, 2000). Within Courpasson's
soft bureaucracies, managerial power is not seen as a form of managerial hegemony.
Surprisingly, as a matter of fact, powerlessness is the central political phenomenon
with respect to power within organisations (Courpasson, 2000). That is to say,
managerial decisions are subject to the constraints of many external variables such as
the market, globalisation, government regulations; and also internal contextual
variables such as shareholders' expectations, and managerial principles of
inevitability. The consequence of this phenomenon is that organisations might not
have a single and decisive centre of power but centres of legitimacy.
These arguments highlight the complexity of the issues of politics and power in
organisations and make Child's model more difficult to apply in actual organisational
context with multiple centres of legitimacy. In a study about politics and power in
international organisations, Barnett and Finnemore (1999) caution that power-holders
in big corporations might be too obsessed with their own rules at the expense of their
primary mission and make them unresponsive to their environment and ultimately
produce inefficient and self-defeating behaviours. These views reinforce the
complexity of the issues raised in Child's model. Child argues that when under
pressure for structural change, organisation decision-makers may likely introduce
modifications to the context in order to retain a preferred organisational structure.
However, Courpasson's arguments of powerlessness in soft bureaucracies cast doubts
and limitations on the degree of freedom for such actions.
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2.1.2 The Strategy — Performance Link
Organisation knowledge is thus composite, hybrid, confused, paradoxical and
multifaceted, various thoughts are just a labyrinth marked out by the heuristic
endeavour of organisational researchers (Strati, 2000). Bearing in mind the
mainstream research of treating performance as a dependent variable and the endless
debate on various issues concerning power and politics in organisations, it is beyond
the scope of this research to harmonise the division between various controversial
issues in organisation decisions.
The principal theme in the strategic management research has been the
investigation of the strategy-performance link (Meyer, 1991; Summer et al., 1990). It
falls within the perspective of this strategy-performance link that both the content and
process domains of the strategy notion should be accounted for in defining the role of
strategy in influencing organisational performance.
Theoretically organisations need to co-ordinate and maintain consistency between
strategic decision processes and intended strategies. A classical view from Miles and
Snow (1978) argues that failing to do so would lead to the formation of the 'reactor'
type of firms and eventually suffer poor business performance. Contemporary studies
in the field tend to integrate strategic information systems with competitive strategy
(Henderson and Sifonis, 1988; Rockart and Scott-Morton, 1984; Wiseman and
MacMillan, 1984; Burn and Szeto, 2000). Based on the analysis of 73 theoretical and
empirical studies, Das et al. (1991) identified the content and process domains of
strategies. A strategy's content specifies its basic components and orientations; and
denotes the 'what' aspects of a firm's possible choices and actions. Although it is
understood that the content aspects of IS strategy is very important, this domain alone
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may not be sufficient to delineate the impacts on business performance. In order to
have a fuller understanding on such relationship, the strategic information systems
planning processes should also be considered. Juxtaposing the content dimensions, the
dimensions of the process variables describe the characteristics of the approaches a
firm follows in developing and implementing its strategic IS plan. This sort of
integrative content-process approach is also supported by the work of Ketchen et al.
(1996).
2.1.3 Implications
The arguments presented in this section claim that organisational performance
should be regarded as a dependent variable dependent on a number of complicated
independent variables that can be manipulated. Power and politics in organisations,
although they might influence the performance levels of companies, are assumed to
be neutral within the framework of soft bureaucracies. The justification of the
strategy-performance link advocates that further investigation on the structure of such
causal relationship is needed.
Chapter 2	 20
2.2 The Critical Dimensions of the Notion of IS Strategy
2.2.1 Section Outline
The objective of this section is to find out what constitute the dimensions of the
notion of IS strategy by a critical review of the relevant literature and related research.
Since a vast amount of literature concerning IS strategy have been published within
the past two decades, only the key relevant studies pertinent to this research would be
discussed and summarised in the following sections in order to make the description
more concise. Following such discussions, the issues concerning the process (how)
and content (what) dimensions of the IS strategy are highlighted and discussed. Based
on the arguments and the evidence illustrated from such discussions, the essential
elements of the content and process dimensions of the IS strategy are then formulated
and operationalised for this research study.
2.2.2 Definitions of Strategy Content and Process
Researchers in strategic management frequently juxtapose strategy content with
strategy process with the general understanding that strategy content specifies its
basic components and orientations, whereas strategy process focuses on how such
decisions on strategy content are reached in an organisational setting. This distinction
between strategy content and process is useful in establishing a fuller understanding
of strategic management.
In order to establish a homogeneous reference for the discussion of the content
and process dimensions of both IS strategy and business strategy, the following
working definitions of the strategy content and process are adopted:
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1. Strategy Content (Fahey and Christensen, 1986):
"Strategy content research is defined as research which examines the content of
decisions regarding the goals, scope and/or competitive strategies of corporations
or of one or more of their business units." (Fahey and Christensen, 1986, P. 168).
According to Fahey and Christensen, goal content research may focus on survival,
economic performance, social conduct, and other fundamental positions or results
which the organisation has made commitments to achieve. Scope content research
may address questions regarding diversification, vertical integration, geographic
expansion, strategic alliances, and methods for changing scope (e.g. internal
growth, acquisitions, and divestments). Competitive strategy content research may
focus on strategic groups and industry segmentation, determinants of business-unit
performance, taxonomies of strategy types, stages of industry evolution, and
signalling and competitive response.
In simpler words, strategy content specifies the "what" aspects of a firm's possible
choices and actions (Das et al., 1991).
2. Strategy Process (Chakravarthy and Doz, 1992):
"Strategy process research addresses a number of fundamental questions.. .It
focuses on how a general manager can continuously influence the quality of the
firm's strategic position through the use of appropriate decision processes and
administrative systems. By the term administrative systems we mean the
organisational structure, planning, control, incentives, human resource
management, and value systems of a firm. The strategy process research subfield
is concerned with how effective strategies are shaped within the firm and then
validated and implemented efficiently." (Chakravarthy and Doz, 1992, p. 5).
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In the context of the research on IS strategy, the strategy process variables should
describe the characteristics of the approaches a firm follows in developing and
implementing its strategic IS plans. Recognising such distinctions between the
strategy content and process, some of the recent research studies in IS strategy
reviewed in the subsequent sections are just anchored around these two juxtaposing
dimensions.
Section I: The IS Strategy Content Literature
2.2.3 IS Strategy for Competitive Advantage
The use of information technology by business organisations for achieving
competitive advantage in this fast changing business world is a widely accepted
strategic purpose of investing in information systems (Mata et al., 1995). While the
assertion that information technology might be able to create sustained competitive
advantage for firms is provocative, work in this area is relatively underdeveloped,
both empirically and theoretically (Jarvenpaa and Ives, 1990). Recently, more
research attentions have been focused in this area (Zhang, 2001; Clemons, 1999;
Service and Maddux, 1999).
2.2.3.1	 A Critique on the Work of Sethi (1988)
One of the early works to measure the extent to which information technology
provides competitive advantage includes Sethi's (1988) operationalised construct of
"Competitive advantage from an information technology application" (CAITA).
Based on an empirical study from 185 top-level information systems managers, Sethi
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used factor analysis to delineate 11 dimensions that would lead to such competitive
advantage:
• Primary Activity Efficiency examines how the IT application enables a firm to
reduce the cost of activities in creating a new product.
• Support Activity Efficiency measures the application's impact on two support
value chain activities: human resources management and firm infrastructure.
• Resource Management User Functionality assesses the impact of the IT
application on the beginning and end stages of the resource life cycle.
• Resource Acquisition User Functionality measures the ability of the IT application
to assist users in acquiring resources.
• Threat measures the IT application's impact on the bargaining power of buyers,
bargaining power of suppliers, entry barriers, and industry growth rate.
• Pre-emptiveness is a measure of the degree to which the IT application puts
competitors at a disadvantage because they either lack the ability or the legal
authority to develop similar applications.
• Synergy measures the IT application's alignment with the business.
• Observability is a measure of the length of time the benefits from the IT
application are likely to remain uncontested.
• Technical Sophistication is a measure of the IT application's technological level
and how well it will be maintained in future.
• User Education measures how well users were trained and how well the IT
application was accepted by the users in the organisation.
• Riskness measures the uncertainty regarding the application of IT in the
operations of firm and the cost involved.
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Fundamentally, Sethi's study helps to clarify the concept of competitive advantage
resulting from an IT application although these 11 dimensions do not explicitly
classify the type of IS strategy employed. However, these 11 dimensions cannot be
regarded as explicit statements for the content of IS strategy. Instead, these resultant
dimensions might be helpful for IS practitioners to critically examine (post-hoc use)
and improve (a-priori use) existing IT applications as well as to develop more
effective new applications.
Specifically, the CAITA model is useful because post-hoc usage would aid in the
detailed assessment of current applications, in the identification of opportunities for
improving and enhancing existing applications, in understanding the nature of the
current IT applications portfolio, and in diagnosing the reasons for the success of
competitors' applications. A-priori usage would also help practitioners plan an overall
IT strategy, evaluate alternate IT application proposals, understand the long-term
consequences of different IT strategies and applications, and design new applications.
In this respect, Sethi's work describes a comprehensive set of criteria to evaluate the
content of the IS strategy and would be useful in this particular aspect.
2.2.3.2	 The Significance of IT Infrastructure
The firm-wide IT infrastructure is an important component of the forces that
render a firm distinct competitive advantage and very often accounts for over 58
percent of an organisation's IT budget and the percentage is growing at 11 percent a
year (Byrd and Turner, 2000). IT infrastructure can be seen as the base foundation of
the IT portfolio, which is shared throughout the firm in the form of reliable and
advanced technical configuration and services. IT infrastructure capability includes
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both the technical and managerial expertise required to provide such reliable services
and electronic connectivity within and outside the firm. Recent research in this area
has shown that there is a link between a firm's IT infrastructure and its business
process redesign (BPR) (Broadbent et al., 1999).
There are numerous studies on the significance of information technology in
enabling innovative redesign of a company's business process (Al-Mashari and Zairi,
2000; Cooper, 2000), and the capability of IT infrastructure is one of the most
important issues facing information systems executives (Brancheau et al., 1996). It is
also found that information technology, in the form of shared databases and
communication networks often underpins the architecture of business process
redesign (Earl and Kuan, 1994).
Some core firm-wide IT infrastructure services necessary for BPR have been
identified (Broadbent et al. 1999, p.161):
• Manage firm-wide communication network services.
• Manage group-wide or firm-wide messaging services.
• Recommend standards for IT architecture.
• Implement security, disaster planning, and business recovery services.
• Provide technology advice and support services.
• Manage large-scale data processing facilities.
• Manage firm-wide or business unit applications and databases.
• Perform IS project management.
• Provide data management advice and consultancy services.
• Performs IS planning for business units.
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These IT infrastructure capabilities are found to have different impacts on the
BPR of the companies. Some of these impacts are considered to be strategically
important: rapid development of revenue-based services, new business opportunities,
and closer relationship with selected suppliers. The study indicates that in a case
company where the capabilities of IT infrastructure has delayed and hindered the BPR,
the main reason was due to insufficient new infrastructure capability. In a case
company where IT infrastructure provided the basis for radical change to core
business processes, the business changes and infrastructure implementation were
linked and iterative. Indeed, this is an important result. It is important because it
shows IT infrastructure does not mean purely a set up of hardware and software put
together. What is more important is its management and implementation in an
iterative manner. The infrastructure range that crosses business unit boundaries is a
critical issue for BPR. Strategically, BPR should not only aim at process
simplification, it should also aim at business process innovation. On this issue,
Broadbent et al.'s work confirms that IT infrastructure is of strategic importance in the
firm's IS strategy, and it should be implemented iteratively aligning with the firm's
business objective. In this respect, the IT infrastructure needs to be flexible enough
for such strategic alignment. IT infrastructure flexibility seems to be an important
issue for management because there is evidence that a flexible IT infrastructure in an
organisation is positively related to its competitive advantage and augmented cost due
to increase in IT investment (Byrd and Turner, 2000). More work needs to be done to
investigate to what extent that the advantages provided by such flexibility can offset
the increase in costs.
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2.2.3.3	 Competence-Based View of IS Strategy
One of the newly founded views about the source of competitive advantage is
resource-based. This view argues that competitive advantage arises from the ability
"to accumulate resources and capabilities that are rare, valuable, non-substitutable and
difficult to imitate" (Dyer and Singh, 1998, p. 660). According to Miller and Shamsie
(1996), there are two forms of resources: property-based and knowledge-based. While
property-based resources are relatively stable, knowledge-based resources are of
higher significance in today's environment because of their relationship to innovation
and use as competitive tools. Prahalad and Hamel (1990) assert that competition
requires firms to identify, cultivate, and exploit 'core competencies', which can be
seen as the collective learning of the organisation. In this respect, one of the key IS
strategies is to support the competence development of an organisation where
transformation can be aided by IS (Andreu and Ciborra, 1996).
It is recognised that IT is increasingly pervasive in all aspects of business activity
and as previously discussed, it is important to align IS with business objectives and to
search for competitive advantage through the integration of IS with business
processes. In a case study done by Duhan et al. (2001), which investigates the role of
IS as firm resources and the role of such resources in small firms, it is found that a
competence perspective on strategy do not contradict the alignment view for IS and
business objectives. With the emergence of knowledge-based firms, information is
becoming the heart of the IS content so that business objectives can be realised
through exercising competence leveraging and building. Duhan et al.'s work confirms
that systemic knowledge-based resources are likely to be the prime competitive tools
of this type of firms.
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It is well recognised that core competencies might be very different for different
firms. Hence, a method for eliciting and defining the core competencies for the
present and the future needs to be further investigated. In addition to this, although
information systems are critically important in leveraging and building core
competencies, the processes on how these could be done seem to be context
dependent and an overall framework seems to be pending.
2.2.3.4	 Significance of Information Quotient
While there is case evidence that the strategic application of IS would lead to
successful strategic transformation of enterprises (Clemons and Halm, 1999), and
information itself as one of the core competencies of many newly emerged
knowledge-based firms (Duhan et al., 2001), the underpinning critical success
elements for firms to establish and maintain sustainable competitive advantage are
found to be related to the effective use of IS which are integrated into a framework
aligning with firms' business strategy. It is recognised that for the effective and
innovative IS deployment for sustainable competitive advantage, there is a need for
the advancement of the organisational information quotient, which is a measure of the
effective implementation of IS (Service and Maddux, 1999).
The dynamic case analyses of successful IS by Service and Maddux on some of
the famous U.S. companies like American Airlines, Merrill Lynch, Ford Motors and
General Electrics, illustrate that there are three main objectives for the strategic
application of IS:
• The strategic application of IS to improve external customer operations:
current and potential customers.
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• The strategic application of IS to improve the supplier and external customer
interfaces, i.e. the ease of use and flexibility.
• The strategic use of IS to embellish internal process.
The results of Service and Maddux's dynamic case analyses lead to the
identification of the following IS-related success factors which can be seen as the
essential content dimensions of IS strategy:
• Aiming - system robustness through fundamentals. This includes the
sophistication of database, which can provide all relevant information for
linkage with customers, profiles of non-customers, scalability of systems,
and fast innovation through open interfaces.
• Capturing - market and customer focus. This includes the alignment with
the company's strategy for cost leadership, differentiation, and focus on
special customers' needs with respect to teeming and management of
customer relationship.
• Balancing - provide more functional levels to strategy. Make IS part of the
company's distinctive competence in supporting all the business present
and future needs and flexibility in improvement on continuous basis.
• Measuring - behavioural/structural - infrastructure/managerial focus. This
addresses the infrastructure and governance of the IS in an organisation.
The risk, infrastructure, managerial impact, organisational structure
impacts, should be assessed and its impact on performance investigated.
• Designing and integrating - IS development process. This addresses the
need for a comprehensive planning and development process for the
company's IS.
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The implication from Service and Maddux's work is rather obvious. In order to
create and sustain competitive advantage in today's business environment, the content
of the IS strategy needed to be clearly identified with the business strategy and should
match the company's distinctive competence. The planning and development process
of the IS should be sophisticated enough to allow incremental implementation,
scalable IS infrastructure, and accurate timing. The recent case of Apple (Slywortsky
and Morrison, 1996) reveals a lack of understanding of why one has competitive
advantage and how one might use leverage and maintain that advantage. Originally, it
was not apparent to the executives of Apple that their distinctive competence was the
ease of use of their operating systems, not their hardware. It appears at that time,
Apple executives could only recognise their hardware advantage. But unfortunately,
due to the rapid development of hardware clone it could have been rather obvious that
hardware advantage could not be a sustainable advantage. If only Apple's executives
had recognised that their leading edge in their 'Mac Windows' over Microsoft's
Windows, the story would be very different.
In relating all these to the arguments of Service and Maddux, there exists a unique
factor - the information quotient (IQ) of an organisation. This special IQ of a firm
measures the company's responses to the demands for the need for continuous
innovation and upgrading of products and services, for flexibility and speed, for
competitive advantage to be sustainable, and the need for IS to support all these
demands (Service and Maddux, 1999). Theoretically, the role of IS in supporting a
company's sustainable competitive advantage is well recognised. The Chan et al.'s
(1997) study provides empirical support for such role.
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2.2.3.5	 IS Strategy for the Support of Business Strategic Orientation:
Some Thoughts on Chan et al.'s (1997) Work
In an attempt to study the strategic fit between business strategy and information
systems strategy, Chan et al. (1997) established a conceptual model which made use
of the Venkatraman (1989b) Business Strategic Orientation as a basis for formulating
business strategy and IS strategy. There are eight dimensions in this model:
• Company Aggressiveness - push to dominate (i.e. increase market share) even if
this means reduced prices and cash flow.
• Company Analysis - reliance on detailed, numerically oriented studies prior to
action.
• Company Internal Defensiveness - emphasis on cost cutting and efficiency.
• Company External Defensiveness - forming tight marketplace alliance, e.g. with
customers, suppliers, and distributors.
• Company Futurity - forward-looking, long-term orientation.
• Company Proactiveness - first to introduce new products and services; a step
ahead of competitors.
• Company Risk Aversion - reluctance to embark on risky projects.
• Company Innovativeness - creativity and experimentation are strengths.
Obviously, Chan et al.'s specification of IS strategy is in a supportive functional
role for the business strategic orientations. To a certain extent, Chan et al.'s definition
of IS strategy can be categorised as the 'goal content' according to Fahey and
Christensen's (1986) definition of strategy content (discussed in Section 2.2.2) which
focuses on survival, economic performance, and other fundamental positions or
results which the organisation has made commitments to achieve.
Chapter 2	 32
By explicitly aligning the supportive role of IS to a company's business strategic
orientation, Chan et al.'s conceptualisation of IS strategy also falls in line with the
dimension of Systemic Competencies according to Henderson and Venkatraman's
(1992) taxonomy of IT/IS strategy. They conceptualised IT strategy in terms of three
dimensions:
• Information technology scope - the types and range of IT systems and
capabilities potentially available to the organisation.
• Systemic competencies - those distinctive attributes of IT competencies that
contribute positively to the creation of new business strategies or better
support existing business strategy.
• IT governance - choices of structural mechanisms to obtain the required IT
capabilities, involving issues such as deployment of proprietary versus
common networks as well as strategic choices pertaining to development of
partnership to exploit IT capabilities and services including outsourcing.
Reflecting on the work of Chan et al. and Sethi, one might get the impression that
the classification of the IS content dimensions is versatile. To some extent, Mintzberg
and Lampel (1999) might have truly reflected this phenomenon:
"We are the blind people and strategy formation is our elephant. Each of us, in
trying to cope with the mysteries of the beast, grabs hold of some part or other."
(Mintzberg and Lampel, 1999, p. 21).
The eight dimensions outlined by Chan et al. represent the general competitive
strategic orientation of a company and that IS should be aligned with all these
dimensions. Sethi, on the other hand, just simply factorised the eleven essential
underlying components of IS strategy for competitive advantage. Chan et al.
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emphasise the alignment of IS strategy and business strategy while Sethi considers
that the essential factor should be "synergy" between IS strategy and business strategy
and this synergy should be one of the essential components.
Chan et al.'s definition of IS strategy is more relevant to today's business
environment because it explicitly specifies the purposes of IT competencies that
contribute positively to a better support of business strategy. However, Chan et al.'s
approach oversimplifies the content of IS strategy in utilising IT as a functional
support for various business strategic orientations such as company aggressiveness
and defensiveness. Chan et al.'s work specify the 'what-is-intended-to-achieve' aspects
of IS strategy but failed to provide sufficient materials to the 'content' of these IS
strategies and also the mechanisms to 'how' these expectations can be materialised.
This inadequacy signifies the importance of the alignment of both the content and the
process aspects of IS strategy and also the alignment between IS strategy and business
strategy. In a case study reported by Baldwin et al. (2001) on the outsourcing
decisions for a bank in U.K., it is revealed that there are more complicated reasons
than financial and costs benefits that banks might choose to outsource their IS
functions. IS outsourcing is part of the IT Governance dimension in Chan et al.'s
model. The study confirms that the outsourcing strategy should allow the management
to ensure that their underlying aim is to increase competitiveness and this should
remain as a prime strategic objective for the organisation.
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2.2.3.6	 Inadequacies of the Studies on IS Content Dimensions
It can be seen from the review of these studies that the views regarding IS strategy
content dimensions are really diverse. Each study only focuses on some special
characteristics of IS strategy and claim that such characteristics should be part of the
antecedents of the success of a firm's business. Sethi (1988) succeeded in specifying
the essential content dimensions of IS strategy in reinforcing the competitive position
of an organisation but neglected the significant effects of the planning process in
deriving such strategies. Chan et al. (1997) further expanded the content dimensions
of IS strategy and aligned them to business strategy by identifying the strategic intents
of IS in supporting business strategic orientation. However, the role of IS was only
supportive with respect to a firm's strategic orientations. Service and Maddux (1999),
on the other hand, put IS strategy on a higher strategic position by emphasising the
significance of organisational information quotient, which should link to company's
distinctive competence and business strategy in order to sustain their competitive
advantages. This perspective is well supported by Duhan et al. (2001) in their
articulation of the competence-based view of IS strategy, which can then be
substantiated by the IT infrastructure of Broadbent et al. (1999). Since each of these
studies has its own special characteristics in defining the content of IS strategy, a
comprehensive way of integrating the best features of these studies is to develop and
validate a new set of variables so as to get the essences of the IS strategy content
dimensions. This will be further discussed in the later section on the
operationalisation of the content dimensions of IS strategy. At this juncture, it is also
necessary to look at the process dimensions on how the IS strategy is formulated.
Chapter 2	 35
2.2.4 Section Summary
This section critically reviews the 'what' aspects of IS strategy based on the key
studies in this area. In order to achieve the commonly known objective that IS
strategy is for competitive advantage, it is necessary to take into consideration the IT
infrastructure, the information quotient of the organisation, and the core competences
of the organisation's information systems.
The literature also shows that the planning process on the IS strategy is influenced
by other factors as well: strategic, organisational, political, and technical factors
(Baldwin et al., 2001). Under the influence of such diverse range of factors, the
implication is that the planning process should allow the management to discriminate
between short and long-term consequences of the pronounced strategy and try to
make a balance between these invisible and inextricable influences.
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Section II	 The IS Strategy Process Literature
2.2.5 A General Reflection on the Strategy Process
Although strategy process can be defined in the way according to Chakravarthy
and Doz (1992), it cannot be taken for granted that there is a uniform way of strategy
formation. Mintzberg and Lampel (1999) summarise that there are actually ten
schools of strategy formation:
1. Design school: A process of conception
This school sees strategy formation as achieving the essential fit between
internal strengths and weaknesses, and external threats and opportunities.
2. Planning school: A formal process
This means that staff planners are the de facto key players in the strategy
formation process. The process is formal and decomposable into distinct steps,
delineated by checklists and supported by techniques such as objectives,
budgets, programmes and operating plans.
3. Positioning school: An analytical analysis
The strategy formation process is reduced to generic positions selected
through formalised analyses of industry situations.
4. Entrepreneurial school: A visionary process
This shifts strategies from precise plans to vague visions or broad perspectives
and focuses the process on particular contexts by the forceful leaders in
organisations.
5. Cognitive school: A mental process
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This school consider strategies are developed in people's minds as frames,
models, maps, concepts or schemas. Strategy formation is related to cognitive
biases, knowledge structure mapping and concept attainment.
6. Learning school: An emergent process
In this view, strategies are emergent and so-called strategy formulation and
implementations intertwine.
7. Power school: A process of negotiation
Strategy formulation is rooted in power. Micro power sees the development
of strategies as a process involving bargaining, persuasion, and confrontation
among actors who divide the power. Macro power views organisation as an
entity exerting its power over its partners in alliances, joint ventures and other
network relationship to negotiate collective strategies in its interest.
8. Cultural school: A social process
Strategy formation is a social process rooted in culture, focusing on common
interest and integration.
9. Environmental school: A reactive process
This school is concerned with how organisations use degree of freedom to
manoeuvre through their environments in the formation of strategies.
10. Configuration school: A process of transformation
Organisations are viewed as a cluster of characteristics and behaviours known
as configurations in predefined states. Strategy formation actually makes the
organisation leap from one state to another state that can be described as the
process of transformation.
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It is evident form Mintzberg and Lampel's work that there is no single
standardised approach in the process of strategy formation. Although their work deals
with the corporate strategy process in general, the strategy formation processes
described can also be relevant to the formation of technology strategies. The work of
Bone and Saxon (2000) in developing effective technology strategies can be seen as
an example of the formal and analytical processes. They use a carefully codified
description of technology capabilities in terms of their component skills, facilities and
organisations to identify what is core to the success of business and the way that
technology can be utilised to its best effect.
Mintzberg and Lampel's work is useful in the sense that it gives a summary of the
studies on strategy formation process in general. However, in order to operationalise
the essential factors that underpin such processes, it is essential to look more closely
at the work that has been done in this area, and in particular, the work on the IS
strategy process.
2.2.6 The First Step in Aligning IS Strategy to Business Objectives: The
Planning and Implementation Processes of IS Strategy
Early studies in this field were mainly concerned with the planning and
implementation issues of IS strategy. Lederer and Sethi's (1991) study examined the
relationships between the problems that arise during strategic information systems
planning. The study identified the underlying categories or dimensions of these
problems and then assessed their relative importance. Basically, the critical issues
relating to the planning and implementation process of IS strategy can be listed below
in their descending order of relative importance:
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• Organisational issues pertinent to IS planning such as identifying organisational
goal and strategies, establishing IS application portfolio, clarifying and defining
the extent of user involvement, and also defining the objectives of the IS
department.
• Implementation issues with respect to the process of implementing IS strategy.
The main issues of this process include:
• How to secure the commitment of top management?
• To what extent should top management be involved in the implementation
process?
• How can we know that the output is in accordance with the expectations of top
management?
• Data administration issues with respect to the process of prioritising the
establishment of various information subsystems within the organisation, and the
data administration procedures compatible with the design of the information
systems and the overall data architecture for the organisation.
• Planning issues in establishing the overall IS hardware plan and the plan for the
corresponding data communication technology.
• Time and costing issues in justifying the timeframe for the planning process and
the rationale for the implied cost.
When scrutinised with today's perspective, Lederer and Sethi's study only
concentrated on the infrastructure of the IS within the organisation with regard to the
issues of the IS architecture and its implementation process. Surprisingly, this sort of
approach is still applicable today. In a case study that reported the IS planning process
in a small commercial bank in south-western United States, Li and Chen (2001)
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observed that the following approach has been used for the IS planning process for the
bank:
• Gain organisational commitment.
• Conduct organisational analysis and enterprise data modelling.
• Identify business functions, enterprise process model and critical success
factors.
• Identify business/application processes and develop an application profile.
• Develop the requested planning outputs.
This approach is not interactive in nature and can be considered rather passive and
narrow in scope. The process of IS strategy formulation according to Lederer and
Sethi is mainly concerned with the issues of strategic information systems planning
and has no explicit IS strategy content, it nonetheless confirms the importance of the
alignment of the IS strategy to organisational objectives and the strategic purpose of
the information systems planning process.
2.2.7 The Evolution Process in IS Strategy Planning: The Auer and Reponen
(1997) and the Reponen (1994) Studies
Reponen (1994) developed an Evolution Model for Information Management
Strategies (EMIS) after conducting action research in six organisations with regard to
the organisational information management strategies. Reponen's EMIS model utilises
the organisational approach and treats IS strategy as a result of an interactive working
process to support learning in the organisation. The contents of the strategy may be
different in each case, but the essential elements in IS/IT strategy formulation can be
identified as:
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• Identify the external opportunities for using IT as a competitive weapon.
• Recognise the internal opportunities for supporting competitiveness by means
of IT.
• Identify other application areas of IT in relation to business.
• Organise the information management function.
• Establish a suitable architecture for information technology.
• Estimate the IT capacity needs and investments.
• Evaluate the benefits of strategy realisation.
Practically speaking, these steps are not unusual in formulating IS strategy, it is
the interactive process that is attractive in deriving these elements. In a further
longitudinal research by Auer and Reponen (1997), a newer approach for the
formation of IS strategy is proposed, which links the experiential learning cycle and
the information systems strategy. The approach outlines four process phases for the
formation of IS strategy:
• Evaluation of the current organisational reality of IS utilisation from the
management, usage, and information technology (IT) viewpoints.
• Joint learning through an interactive planning process to improve managerial
abilities, change organisational structures, and reach a common IS strategy.
• Secondary learning process directed by IS strategy during implementation at
middle management and personnel levels.
• The outcome of the IS strategy process has to be constantly observed and
evaluated to understand progress and needs for further development.
To a certain extent, this approach takes a fuller view of the complex nature of the
IS strategy process. When the essential elements of the Auer and Reponen (1997) and
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Reponen (1994) studies are combined, the implicit essential elements of the IS
strategy process can be found:
• Reinforcing the management vision and business strategies.
• Strengthening the organisation's sustained competitiveness and continuous
learning process.
• Enhancing the effective communication of strategies and organisational
coherence (i.e. co-ordinate and plan operations, interdepartmental
understanding, and inter-departmental managerial co-operations).
It should be cautioned that the Auer and Reponen's studies are qualitative in
nature and emphasise the interactive nature of the IS strategy formulation process.
Given its interactive nature, the process should be context dependent and thus cast
doubt on its generalisation. These process dimensions have no empirical support but
nonetheless provide a good reference for the formation of IS strategy.
2.2.8 A Reflection on the IS Strategy Framework of Levy et al. (1999)
Some researchers believe that strategic information systems (SIS) should
encapsulate the notion that link information systems to business strategy; because in
doing so, they may yield significant competitive advantage and potentially transform
the organisation (Levy et al., 1999). For effective planning of the SIS, frameworks
that include the codification of existing practice and that based on the results of theory
development should be utilised to develop the most appropriate IS strategy for the
company. In this respect, Levy et al. propose that there are three frameworks for IS
development:
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1. Awareness frameworks
The awareness frameworks indicate how IS can be used for strategic advantage,
emphasising the industry level rather than at the firm level. Such frameworks are
intended to raise awareness and show the value of changing the way the business
works. There are three subsets in the awareness frameworks:
• Refocusing frameworks - identification of potential to use IS in the
organi sation.
• Impact models - identification of impact that IS can have on the organisation's
competitive position.
• Scoping models - identification of strategic scope of IS in industry sectors.
2. Opportunity frameworks
Opportunity frameworks are directed towards enabling the individual organisation
to identify appropriate strategic opportunities from the use of IS. This involves
analysing the immediate competitive environment, the information flows required
to carry out the business activities, and technology opportunities available.
3. Positioning frameworks
Positioning frameworks consider the importance of existing IS to business. The
structures of IS in the organisation is reviewed and that the management of such
structures is evaluated so as to determine the extent it can enhance the value of IS.
The key issues are: planning, organisation, control and technology of information
resource.
There are two vital problems that naturally associated with Levy et al.'s work.
One is the general need to validate IS strategy frameworks and the other is to assess
the applicability of the frameworks in contexts other than those in which they are
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derived. Their work indicates that the assumptions upon which IS strategy
development models are based might have limited applicability outside their original
domain. If this is the case, it would not be appropriate to just simply apply the
awareness, opportunity and positioning frameworks directly when developing the IS
strategy for the organisation because the choice of frameworks is context dependent.
This context dependent nature can be seen from their work suggesting that the
positioning frameworks offer least assistance to small and medium enterprises simply
because they might not have staff whose core skills are with IS. The formation of IS
strategy has to bear this in mind as these two categories of IS capability can be seen as
generic rather than only applicable in certain industry sectors or organisations with
larger size.
The important implication from Levy et al.'s work is that it confirms that the
distinct ways of using IS for strategic advantage is in improving customer
relationships and keeping out new entrants through IS. However, bearing in mind the
perpetual falling price of IT hardware, it would be difficult or even impossible to
make IT be used as an entry barrier. The differentiating factor for competitive
advantage is how it is planned and used.
2.2.9 Lessons from the Opportunistic Approach of IS Planning
(Hackney and Little, 1999)
It is often believed that technology is not the only ingredient of success of the use
of information systems in organisations and a complete and rigorous reconsideration
of the techniques, options and approaches to IS/IT planning would be necessary
(Hackney and Little, 1999). Hackney and Little also emphasise the essential need in
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linking IS planning to business strategy. Instead of establishing a formal framework
for the planning process of establishing IS strategy, they identify two premises for the
creative consideration of IS planning:
• "It is important to consider the informal social relations, for example through
coalition formulation, which are common in organisations to help in
developing a good understanding of the complex managerial situations arising
with an increased use of IT.
• There is a need for more interpretative case analysis in an attempt to reflect
upon surfacing the important managerial issues and the development of more
appropriate social and professional actions of the managers involved before
success in systems exploitation can be found." (Hackney and Little, 1999, p.
119).
In more practical terms, this means that there is a need for linking an
organisation's business strategy to its IS strategy while acknowledging that this would
be a challenge for both IS and business managers because the strategy process is
generally diverse, unpredictable and changing. From the two IS planning cases
analysed by Hackney and Little, it is observed that in both organisations, there is a
strategic fit emerged from adjustment between technology, available skills and
management processes rather than from the top-down determination of strategy and
appropriate structure.
Although, Hackney and Little reaffirm the complex nature of linking IS strategy
with organisation's business strategy, they argue that the value of more holistic
models are considered critical because such models would include the social
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interactions and coalition building of the participants who influence the exploitation
of both the systems and technology.
Although the forms of such "holistic" models in IS strategy formation are still
undefined, the importance of the notion of strategic fit among the various influencing
components of such planning process is generally accepted. The nature of such
strategic fit will be further studied in this research.
2.2.10	 The Need for Sophistication: Process Profiles of IS Planning
Based on the multivariate analysis of the data from 253 firms, Segar and Grover
(1999) identify five distinct profiles of strategic information systems planning.
Although Segar and Grover use the term profiles of IS planning, their findings
illustrate that such profiles can be broadly related to the process-based characteristics
of IS planning. The profiles that focus on the process dimension of IS planning are:
• Formalisation - Emphases on the rules and procedures of the planning process.
• Flow - The extent of top-down, bottom-up process in the IS planning.
• Participation - The number and variety of planners involved.
• Consistency - The frequency of planning.
• Focus - The extent of innovation versus integration.
• Comprehensiveness - The extent of solution search.
Segar and Grover's work provide empirical evidence of the importance of IS
planning sophistication. Firstly, It shows that even if the level of sophistication is
low, IS managers should concentrate on increasing the level of IS success. That
means, IS managers should advance the information technology capabilities and
develop successful systems despite top management participation being lower than
Chapter 2	 47
desired. Secondly, their work provides some support for the argument that more
sophisticated IS planning leads to greater IS success. In practice, this means that if IS
managers strive to build advanced information technology capabilities in their
organisations, IS sophistication would increase, which in turn, would lead to more
successful IS. Thirdly, the work also shows the importance of organisational
integration. Integration is found to facilitate IS planning sophistication, which implies
that in organisations where IS planning process is unsophisticated, IS managers
should also try to examine the level of integration in the organisation. Where the level
of organisational integration is low, steering committees and task forces should be
introduced to strengthen the integration. Efforts in enhancing the integration
mechanism would also help to enhance the level of IS planning sophistication.
Segar and Grover's work is useful because it highlights the importance and
significance of IS planning sophistication and provides empirical support for its
relationship on IS success.
2.2.11	 The Comprehensive Approach of IS Planning
Salmela et al. (2000) deduce that there are two schools of thought in effective IS
planning in turbulent environment: comprehensive approach and incremental
approach. For these two approaches, the planning process can be characterised with
respect to the following five aspects:
1. Plan comprehensiveness
• Comprehensive approach - plans are complicated and highly integrated with
overall strategy. 	 /
Chapter 2	 48
• Incremental approach - plans are simple and loosely integrated with overall
strategy.
2. Approach to analysis
• Comprehensive approach - Formal, multiple analyses are used to derive plans.
• Incremental approach - Personal experiences and judgement are used to derive
plans.
3. Planning organisation
• Comprehensive approach - Planning is based on formal representation from
many different organisational groups.
• Incremental approach - Planning is based on an informal network of a few key
individuals.
4. Basis for decision
• Comprehensive approach - Formal methods and criteria are the basis for
decision.
• Incremental approach - Shared group understanding of a few key individuals
is the basis for decision.
5. Plan control
• Comprehensive approach - IS plans are periodically reviewed to adapt to
changed circumstances.
• Incremental approach - IS plans are continuously reviewed to adapt to
changed circumstances.
The action research of Salmela et al. was conducted on two IS projects in
turbulent environment for two different organisations. One followed comprehensive
planning approach and the other follows incremental planning approach. To the
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surprise of many people, comprehensive planning successfully identified a significant
project and facilitated its implementation. Incremental planning also identified a
significant project but failed to facilitate its implementation because it did not provide
an understanding of the environment's impact (i.e. drying markets, fear of bankruptcy
or loss of financial independence) and the project's significance and eventually it
failed to produce management support for the project. The findings contradict some of
the traditional views of comprehensive IS planning that it costs too much and takes
too long. The environment changes and management might lose interest in
implementing the plans. Incremental IS planning is viewed as a potential and
reasonable alternative. The contradictory finding herein should stimulate the
imaginations of IS planners and researchers alike. (Salmela et al. 2000, p. 14).
Although there might be doubts about the generalisation of the findings of the
action research of Salmela et al., that are based on two case organisations, one
observation for sure is that the research on the IS planning process is far from
conclusive. Their work supports the notion for a comprehensive approach to IS
planning and in this respect it reinforces the need for empirical evidence in justifying
the effects of the IS planning process.
2.2.12	 Inconsistencies and Contradictions
It can be seen from the various discussions in this section that there are different
approaches aiming for the effective planning and implementation of information
systems in organisations. Some studies have been focusing on the comprehensiveness
and the sophistication of the planning process, like the work of Salmela et al. (2000),
Segar and Grover (1999). Although some of the studies agree in general terms the
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need for planning sophistication, they differ in the implementation process of
achieving such sophistication. For example, Hackney and Little (1999) rely on
informal social relations while Segar and Grover emphasise formalisation of the
planning process in organisations. Actually, what is important in such contradiction is
the recognition of importance of the individual and organisational aspects in the
planning processes. These two aspects are equally important in achieving planning
sophistication. Informal social relations ensure smooth interactions while
formalisation defines the role of the various department in the formulation of IS
strategy. Levy et al.'s (1999) planning framework is a justification of the need for an
organisational approach to IS planning, reinforcing Segar and Grover's articulation of
a formal planning process. Good planning processes need to be supported by the
appropriate hardware (Lederer and Sethi, 1991), and such processes need to be
interactive (Auer and Reponen, 1997). These entire arguments project a perception
that a comprehensive IS planning process should include three aspects: individual,
organisational, and technical. In addition to this, it is also important to understand that
IS planning is an interactive process with other factors inside and outside its own
domain.
There are signs that it is not enough to just concentrate on the single dimension of
the planning process (Hackney and Little, 1999). On this particular point, in addition
to the early work of Lederer and Sethi (1991), a recent case study of implementing a
computerised information system for health services in the Philippines by Jayasuriya
(1999) indicates that factors that led to the failure include organisational structure and
human resources issues such as ambiguity in the organisation and in responsibility for
the project, lack of capacity to undertake large information systems development
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project, and inability to retain appropriate staff. The case study confirms the need to
link the planning and implementation process of IS to other organisational,
environmental and cultural issues. That is to say, there is a need to understand the
interplay of the content, process and context in IS planning.
However, it is on this particular point that many of the process studies reveal their
inadequacies. In consideration of these views, this study should attempt to work in the
direction that takes into considerations of the dichotomous aspects of IS and business
strategy.
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Section III	 The Integrated IS Strategy Literature
2.2.13	 The Integrated Approach of the Das et al. (1991) Study
Apparently, the need for an integrated content and process approach of IS strategy
is questionable. Why should these two elements of IS strategy be related? Although
not specifically referring to the IS strategy, Ketchen et al. (1996) justify the
synergistic effects of combining the content and process streams of research on
strategy in general:
"In summary, despite the equivocality that characterises most of the content-
performance research, an organisation's breadth of target market and method of
developing competitive advantage appear to affect its performance outcomes.
Taken together, the content and process streams of research provide only limited
understanding of the nature of the effects of each on performance. However, the
growing recognition of the interplay between processes and content (e.g., Huff &
Reger, 1987; Pettigrew & Whipp, 1991, 1993) suggests that understanding the
performance implications of the alignment of content and process is an important
concern." (Ketchen et al., 1996, p. 234-235).
After 10 years, such observations are still valid today and more work need to be
done (Van de Zee and De Jong, 1999). There are proliferated research on the content
(the what) aspect of IS strategy. Das et al. (1991) have identified 74 different studies
on the content dimensions of information systems planning. The content aspects of IS
planning can be basically categorised into:
• The distinctive competence emphasised in the strategic IS planning.
• The dominant information processing technology used by the firm.
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• The level of computerisation within the firm.
• The sources from which the firm obtains its information technology.
• The contribution of the IS department to systems design and development.
• The management and control of the firm's information systems.
• The administrative policies in relation to the motivation and management of
the IS personnel in the firm.
Classification of the content aspects of IS planning into such categories has
fulfilled the very basic objective of defining the "what" aspects of IS planning.
However, no matter how properly these content dimensions are defined, the quality of
the IS plan is also subject to the influence of the process variables (Frederickson,
1986). It can be seen that a poorly formulated planning process which might be too
narrow in scope or have too little participation and involvement from staff, might
render the firm overlook some important issues and undermine its ability in forming a
sound IS strategy which enhance the firm's competitive advantage. Hence, the
maintenance of the content/process dichotomy may restrict people's understanding of
the relationship between synergies of the two fundamental dimensions of the IS
strategy. Such negligence might have serious consequence because such synergistic
effects could have great effects on organisational performance (Ketchen et al., 1996).
The Das et al.'s study represents the first attempt in integrating the content and
process aspects of IS strategy. In essence, Das et al.'s work proposes a framework that
clarifies the links between strategic management information systems (MIS) planning
and competitive strategy. In order to achieve this objective, it is essential to identify
precisely the dimensions of strategic MIS planning, focusing on both content and
process issues.
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2.2.13.1 The Content Dimensions of Das et al.'s (1991) Study of IS Strategy
According to Das et al. (1991) and Fahey and Christensen (1986), a strategy's
content specifies its basic components and orientations as it denotes the 'what' aspects
of a firm's possible choices and actions. Based on the findings of the inductively
analysis of 73 theoretical and empirical studies in MIS planning, four major content
dimensions of strategic MIS planning can synthesised as shown in Table 2.1:
Content
Dimensions
Definitions Principal Components
Distinctive
Competence
The major ingredients
emphasised by a firm in
designing and operating its MIS
and add value to its products
and services.
•	 Cost of information
processing.
•	 Flexibility to provide
different classes of
information.
•	 Ability to provide specialised
information.
Information Systems
Technology
The dominant information
technology used by the firm in its
information systems.
•	 Types of technology.
•	 Level of computerisation.
•	 Sources of technology.
Systems Design and
Development
The functions associated with
MIS design and development,
•	 Relative contribution to
design by MIS staff.
•	 Medium of contribution.
MIS Infrastructure The internal systems through
which information resources are
managed.
•	 Technical.
•	 Administrative.
•	 Organisational.
Table 2.1	 The Content Dimensions of Strategic MIS Planning
(Das et al., 1991, p.961)
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2.2.13.2 Arguments on the Process Dimensions of Das et al.'s (1991)
Study of IS Strategy
The process variables describe the characteristics of the approaches a firm follows
in developing and implementing its strategic IS plan. Das et al.'s study proposes that
there are five dimensions in the process of strategic MIS planning:
• Formality:	 The degree of structure employed in the process of planning.
• Scope:	 The comprehensiveness of planning efforts and the breadth of
planning activities.
• Participation: The extent to which MIS managers are included in the strategic
decision-making process.
• Influence:	 The ability to ensure that the results are achieved.
• Co-ordination: A systematic effort to integrate MIS planning dimensions.
The significance of these process variables confirms that the quality of a strategic
IS plan would be determined by such variables because:
"If the process is poorly structured (low formality) or narrow in scope, it deprives
MIS managers of active participation and involvement in mapping the strategic
focus of their function. When the process is poorly co-ordinated (low integration),
the resulting strategy may be deficient because some issues may be overlooked.
Lack of attention to these processes may undermine the ability of MIS planners to
generate a competitive advantage." (Das et al., 1991, p. 966).
Someone might argue that the dimensions Participation and Co-ordination in
strategic IS planning are not just related to low formality and low integration, they are
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also subject to the influence of power which might deprive MIS managers of active
participation and involvement; and that power politics in a firm might render the
process poorly co-ordinated. To certain extent this observation is quite true. However,
bearing in mind that a thorough study of the effect of power and its influence on
strategies is beyond the scope of this research, it is reasonable to accept the notion that
"power is the ability to effect changes" (Kohli and Zaltman, 1988); and the sources of
power can be classified as: legitimate power, reward power, coercive power, referent
power, and expert power (French and Raven, 1960).
Given that expert power is a function of one's knowledge and expertise relative to
others and such power is reasonably assumed to be possessed by IS professionals who
may exercise such power by using logical arguments and factual evidence instead of
confrontation. Although theoretically speaking, IS professionals might be excluded
from taking an active role in the process of planning a strategy, or invoking change in
organisations because of the influence of power politics, it is still reasonable to
assume that a rational business firm would not deter their IS professionals from taking
an active role in the formation of IS strategy. Of course, the importance of the
influence of power and politics in strategy formation cannot be put aside too lightly
without good reasons. A fuller account of why these factors are being left out has
been discussed in Section 2.1 of this thesis.
However, Das et al.'s work has not specified some of the fundamental issues in the
planning process, i.e. the acceptable speed of the planning process, the evaluation
mechanism for the effectiveness of planning, and the learning process in which the
organisation can enrich its knowledge from past experience. Das et al.'s (1991) study
is significant in specifying inductively the dichotomous nature of the dimensions of IS
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strategy and thus extends the scope of the dimensionality of the IS strategic planning,
their work also emphasises that a fit between competitive strategy and strategic IS
planning is necessary for superior financial performance.
2.2.14	 Confusions over the Alignment Model of IS Strategy:
The Henderson and Venkatraman (1992) Study
Henderson and Venkatraman (1992) further develop the research on the content
and process dichotomy of strategy dimensions by establishing a model which
essentially focuses on the alignment between IS strategy and business strategy and
also between the content and process aspects of the IS and business strategy. In
proposing a strategic alignment model of information systems, Henderson and
Venkatraman (1992) conceptualise IT strategy in terms of three dimensions:
• Information Technology Scope:
	 The types and range of IT systems and
capabilities potentially available to the organisation.
• Systemic Competencies:	 Those distinctive attributes of IT competencies that
contribute positively to the creation of new business strategies or better support
existing business strategy.
• IT Governance: Choices of structural mechanisms (e.g. joint ventures, long-
term contracts, equity partnerships, joint research and development) to obtain the
required IT capabilities.
However, when compared with the results of Das et al.'s (1991) work, Henderson
and Venkatraman's (1992) analysis appears as a semantic labyrinth. For example,
what is defined in the dimension "Information Technology Scope" according to
Henderson and Venkatraman (1992) is actually similar to Das et al.'s "Information
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Systems Technology"; but the word "Scope" is misleading since it overlaps with the
one used by Das et al. to describe the range of planning process. Obviously, Scope
should be defined according to Das et al., in identifying the comprehensiveness of
planning efforts and the breadth of planning activities.
Henderson and Venkatraman's (1992) "Systemic Competencies" is similar to Das
et al.'s "Distinctive Competence" but the latter is more clearly defined by referring to
the 'value-added' attributes of IS applications. The term "IT Governance" is
misleading in anchoring in the content dimension for it is more likely to refer to the
process of 'how' to obtain the required IT capabilities. These sort of semantic enigmas
become more obvious when Henderson and Venkatraman (1992) argue for their
justifications for the process dimensions.
One of the special features of the Henderson and Venkatraman study is that they
also recognise the significance of the role of the process domain of IS strategy in
their strategic alignment model. This process domain is defined collectively by
Henderson and Venkatraman as "Infrastructure and Process" characterised by the
following three dimensions:
• Architecture:	 Choices pertaining to applications, data, and technology
configurations.
• Processes: The work processes central to the operations of the IT
infrastructure, including processes for systems development
and maintenance as well as monitoring and control systems.
• Skills: Choices pertaining to the knowledge and capabilities required
to effectively manage the IT infrastructure within the
organisation.
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However, Henderson and Venlcatraman's classification of "Architecture" and
"Skills" into the process domain is somewhat literally confusing. According to the
descriptions by Henderson and Venkatraman, the dimensions of "Architecture" and
"Skill" should be more relevantly classified into the content domain of IS strategy
since they refer to different options available in IT configurations and management
capabilities respectively. In fact, Henderson and Venkatraman's process domain can
be more clearly defined with the following three dimensions:
• Evaluation and decision on IT architecture.
• IT infrastructure development, maintenance and control.
• IT management skills development.
Despite the confusion on the semantics, Henderson and Venkatraman's work is
useful because it recognises the importance of aligning IS strategy to business
strategy. Their proposals have been developed on a pivotal premise that the role of
information technology or information systems in organisations has shifted beyond its
traditional use as back-office support toward an integral part of the strategy of
organisations. Again, this further signifies the importance of the strategic alignment
between IS strategy and business strategy because of its potential impacts on
organisational performance. Within the domain of IS strategy, Henderson and
Venkatraman's model specifies a bivariate relationship between IS strategy and IS
strategy formulation process, highlighting the need to interconnect an organisation's
strategic positioning in the deployment of information technology with its approach to
managing the IS functions in its organisational context. This implies that an empirical
approach to the study of IS strategy formation and its relationship with other
organisational context would be appropriate.
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2.2.15	 Evidence from a Case Study: IS Strategy alone is not enough
A recent survey by Starre and De Jong (1998) on sixty-seven senior IT executives
from three different continents showed that IT strategy alone cannot lead to business
success. Their findings indicate that IT executives perceive aligning IT and corporate
goals as their most important task. The success of a business increasingly depends on
the organisation's ability to integrate the potential power of IT into business process
and business networks. In other words, the continuously growing importance of IT
requires organisations to integrate IT decisions with their common planning and
decision-making processes at all levels of the organisation. A recent case studied by
Van Der Zee and De Jong (1999) reaffirms the essential linkage between
implementation process and strategic intent.
2.2.16	 Implications for the Operationalisation and Measurement of IS
Strategy
Although it is clear that IS strategy alone cannot be sufficient to bring businesses
success, it is understood that the alignment of IS and business strategy is vital to such
success. At this stage, in order to operationalise the dimensions of IS strategy for the
research study of this thesis, a comparison of the various conceptualisations of the
dimensions of IS strategy discussed in the previous sections would be useful. For this
purpose, the representative studies on IS strategy are contrasted and summarised in
Tables 2.2(a) and 2.2(b) and 2.2(c). It seems obvious that the research on IS strategy
has been focusing on the dichotomy of two schools of thoughts: the content and
process of IS strategy.
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The Process Dimensions of IS Strategy
Special AttributesKey ElementsRepresentative
Studies
Lederer and Sethi
(1991)
Key elements of IS planning
process:
• IS Implementation.
• Prioritisation of IS
requirements.
• Hardware planning.
• Cost of planning process.
Strengths:
• Highlights the infrastructure of
IS within an organisation in
relation to the IS architecture
and its implementation
process.
Weakness:
• The level of planning
sophistication and other
contextual factors in the
planning process have not
been discussed.
Auer and Reponen
(1997)
Evolution model for Information
Management Strategies:
• Coherent IS strategy for
management vision and
business strategies.
• IS for sustained
competitiveness and
continuous learning process.
• Planning process aiming at
effective communication of
strategies and organisational
coherence.
Strengths:
Utilises the organisational
approach and treats IS strategy as
a result of an interactive working
process to support learning in an
organisation.
Weakness:
Qualitative arguments lack
empirical support.
Levy et al. (1999) Identify three frameworks of IS
planning:
• Awareness frameworks
• Opportunity frameworks
• Positioning frameworks
Highlights:
• The choice of IS planning
framework is context
dependent.
• Positioning framework offers
least assistance to small and
medium firms.
Table 2.2(a) A Comparison of the Process Dimensions of IS Strategy
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Special AttributesKey ElementsRepresentative
Studies
Emphasises the opportunistic
approach of IS planning:
• Utilise informal social relations
to develop a good
understanding of the complex
managerial situations arising
with an increased use of IT.
• Strategy process is diverse,
unpredictable and changing.
• Holistic models in IS strategy
planning is advocated.
Strength:
• Addresses the need for linking
IS strategy with organisation's
business strategy.
Weakness
• The exact form of holistic
model is still undefined.
Hackney and Little
(1999)
Identifies the process profiles of
IS strategy planning:
• Formalisation
• Flow
• Participation
• Consistency
• Focus
• Comprehensiveness
Strength:
• Highlights the importance of
planning sophistication.
• Provides empirical support for
the relationship between
planning sophistication and IS
success.
• Signifies the importance of
organisational integration and
its effects on successful IS
planning.
Weakness:
• Focus only on the aspects of
IS process.
Segar and Grover
(1999)
The comprehensive approach of
IS planning:
• Contrast the effects of
comprehensive and
incremental approach on IS
planning.
• Identifies the essential
planning process dimensions:
plan comprehensiveness,
approach to analysis, planning
organisation, basis for
decision, and plan control.
Strength:
• Use action research to deduce
that comprehensive formal
process of IS planning is
better than incremental
planning process even in
turbulent environment.
Weakness:
• Generalisation for its
application in other
organisations is doubtful.
Salmela et al.
(2000)
(Continued)
Table 2.2(a) A Comparison of the Process Dimensions of IS Strategy (Continued)
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The Content Dimensions of IS Strategy
Representative
Studies
Key Elements Special Attributes
Sethi (1988) Competitive advantage
from an Information
Technology Application,
Strengths:
Specify the essential contents of IS
strategy which can provide
competitive advantage for the
organisation.
Weakness:
Focus only on content issues, but fail
to recognise the significant effects of
the planning process on
organisational, individual and strategic
aspects of IS planning.
Broadbent et al.
(1999)
IT Infrastructure •	 Management and implementation
of IT infrastructure should be done
in an iterative manner.
•	 The infrastructure range that
crosses business unit boundaries
is critical.
•	 Infrastructure flexibility is positively
related to competitive advantage
but this would augment the cost.
Duhan et al. (2001) Competence-based view of
IS strategy
•	 Information is becoming the heart
of the IS content for knowledge-
based firms.
•	 Business objectives can be
realised through exercising
competence leveraging and
building.
Table 2.2 (b) A Comparison of the Content Dimensions of IS Strategy
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(Continued)
Representative
Studies
Key Elements Special Attributes
Service and
Maddux, (1999)
Significance of
organisational information
quotient
•	 Essential content:
Aiming, capturing, balancing,
measuring, designing.
•	 In order to sustain competitive
advantage, IS should be linked to
company's distinctive competence
and business strategy.
Chan et al. (1997) IS support for business
strategic orientations:
•	 IS support for
aggressiveness
•	 IS support for analysis
•	 IS support for internal
defensiveness
•	 IS support for external
defensiveness
•	 IS support for futurity
•	 IS support for
proactiveness
•	 IS support for riskness
•	 IS support for
innovativeness
Strengths:
Identify the strategic intents of IS in
relation to business strategic
orientations.
Weakness:
Narrowly defined supportive role of IS.
Table 2.2 (b) A Comparison of the Content Dimensions of IS Strategy (Continued)
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The Integrated Content and Process Dimensions of IS Strategy
Representative
Studies
Key Elements Special Attributes
Das et al. (1991) Conceptualisation on the
Integration of the content and
process dimensions of IS Strategy.
Contributions:
Clarifies the link between
strategic IS and competitive
strategy.
Weakness:
Fail to identify the bivariate
link between the content and
process of IS strategy.
Henderson and
Venkatraman
(1992)
The Alignment Model of IS Strategy
Content and Process
Contributions:
Specify the need for the
bivariate fit between the IS
strategy content and process
dimensions.
Weakness:
Ambiguous and overlapping
definitions of the elements of
the content and process
dimensions.
Starre and De Jong
(1998)
Provides case evidence for the need
of alignment between IS strategy
process and strategic intent,
Contributions:
Highlights the need for the
alignment between IS
strategy and business
strategy.
Table 2.2 (c) The Integrated Content and Process Dimensions of IS Strategy
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These studies are useful in describing and highlighting the contextual significance
of IS strategy and its impact on business strategy on both the content and process
issues. Henderson and Venkatraman's (1992) study articulates the fundamental logic
and rationale for the vital bivariate fit between the content of the IS strategy and the
IS infrastructure and processes. The link of this bivariate fit with other organisational
factors and business strategy reflects the need to ensure coherence between the
organisational and business requirements and expectations on the one hand and the
capability of IS functions on the other hand. This proposition is verified by the
evidence provided by the case analysis of Starre and De Jong (1998). Hence,
according to the logic outlined by these studies, IS strategy can be conceptualised
based on the dichotomy of the content and process constructs.
2.2.16.1	 The Operationalised IS Strategy Content Dimensions
In light of the literature review on IS strategy, the content dimensions of the IS
strategy can be conceptualised on the basis of the enriched contributions from Sethi
(1988), Broadbent et al. (1999), Duhan et al. (2001), Service and Maddux (1999) and
Chan et al. (1997). The following three dimensions are derived from these studies and
represent a parsimonious set of the essential dimensions due to the close relatedness
and similarity of the original dimensions outlined in the original work. The list
presented is not meant to be exhaustive but the items shown represent the key issues
pertinent to the defined dimensions relevant to the subsequent questionnaire design.
1. Distinctive Competence:	 The major ingredients emphasised by a firm in
designing and operating its IS and add value to its products and services. The key
issues addressed by this dimension are:
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• Flexibility to provide different classes of information.
• Ability to realise business objectives through competence leveraging and
building.
• IT contribution to the creation of new business strategies, and support for the
business strategy enforced. Strategic intent of IS gearing towards such
objectives.
2. Organisational Information Quotient: This aims for the advancement of
organisational information quotient for creating and sustaining competitive
advantage for the company. The key issues of this dimension are:
• Aiming for the system robustness through fundamentals: types and ranges of
technology, level of computerisation, and sources of technology.
• Capturing market and customer focus.
• Balancing the provision of more functional levels to strategy.
3. IS Infrastructure and Governance:	 The internal systems through which
information resources are managed. The key issues are:
• Technical Configurations: The information systems architecture and
formalised procedures that are used by the firm in guiding and controlling its
IS - the aspects of technical sophistication.
• Organisational Constraints: The managerial choices about the size, formal
architecture, reporting relationships, security, support groups and co-
ordination machinery for the management of IS subject to the constraints of an
organisation.
• Administrative capabilities: Managerial policies and actions that influence
the overall IT infrastructure and govern employee behaviours in IS area.
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Examples are: choice of structural mechanisms, i.e. joint ventures, long-term
contracts to obtain the required IT capabilities.
2.2.16.2	 The Operationalised IS Strategy Process Dimensions
Based on this literature review by comparing and contrasting the key elements on
the process dimensions of IS strategy, it can be seen that there are three principal
aspects on the process dimensions of IS strategy: Organisational, Individual, and
Technological. These three generic dimensions attempt to categorise the previous
studies in the IS strategy process research.
1. Organisational Aspects of IS Strategy Process: This dimension mainly deals with
the following aspects of IS planning pertinent to the attributes of an organisation:
• Formality:	 The degree of the structure employed in the process of planning
and implementation.
• Scope:	 The comprehensiveness of planning efforts and the breadth of
planning activities.
• Co-ordination: A systematic effort to integrate MIS process dimensions. It
denotes the degree to which the various MIS process dimensions are
consistent, compatible, and integrated.
• Communication: The extent of effective communication of strategies and
organisational coherence in co-ordinating and planning operations,
interdepartmental understanding, interdepartmental managerial co-operations,
social relations.
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2. Individual Aspects of IS Strategy Process: This dimension mainly concerns
the attributes of the IS planning process in relation to the behaviours of
individuals in an organisation. The key elements in this dimension are:
• Skills development: a continuous learning process in acquiring and
developing knowledge and capabilities required to effectively manage the IT
infrastructure within the organisation.
• Individual participation and influence: The extent to which the individuals
are involved in the strategic decision-making process and individual
influences are exerted to achieve the desired results of IS planning.
• IS managerial skills: The extent to which the IS plans are smoothly
implemented with the available IS managerial skills.
3. Technological Aspects of IS Strategy Process: The decision making process in
relation to the architecture choice pertaining to the application, data and
technology configurations, and hardware planning.
These three principal dimensions integrate the essential characteristics of the
process constructs of the IS strategy and present a more comprehensive
conceptualisation of the process of information systems strategy formulation. They
will be eventually be used in the instrument of the empirical work of this study.
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2.3	 The Notion of Business Strategy
2.3.1 A Critique on Business Strategy Research
In the 1970s and 1980s a number of studies in strategic management focused on
strategy-structure fits and were used to model the relationship between multi-national
corporations (MNC) strategy and organizational design (Wolf and Egelhoff, 2002).
Another focus of strategic management research, according to Robinson and Pearce
(1988), is the study of the content of corporate and business strategies and the
strategy-performance relationship in business organisations. In the past decade,
substantial change has occurred in both international strategies and organizational
designs, and there has been a growing interest in nonstructural approaches to
organizing international firms (Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1990; Ghoshal, et al., 1999;
Hedlund, 1994). This school of management thoughts argues that modern societies
are organizational economies in which companies are chief actors in creating value
and advancing economics progress. They consider the core of managerial role is
giving way to the 3 Ps: purpose, process, and people.
From the semantics of the various theories, it can be observed that strategic
management research has evolved from a restricted process focus to a similarly
confined content focus as researchers have attempted to understand the strategic
management - organisational performance relationship. In this respect, in the past two
decades, researchers in strategic management have moved from the studies of the
strategy planning-performance relationship to the strategy content-performance
relationship rather than integrating both the content and process dimensions in the
study of their inherent relationship with organisational performance.
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Recognising the need to simultaneously study strategy content and process as
determinants of organisational performance, Robinson and Pearce (1988) made an
initial attempt to simultaneously explore the impact of strategy content and strategy
planning process on organisational performance. Ever since Robinson and Pearce's
work, very few researchers attempt to further investigate and refine the integrated
domains of both the strategy content and process issues in strategic management
research.
However, a study by Ketchen et al. (1996) supports Robinson and Pearce's (1988)
work by examining the extent to which the synergies between process, content and
context would explain the impact on organisational performance. The results of
Ketchen et al.'s (1996) study show that both content and process are significantly
related to performance and that the interactions between process/content significantly
enhance the explanation of performance success.
Further complicating this issue are the recent developments in digitalisation,
disintermediation, and globalisation because such trends have changed the
competitive environment with the introduction of e-commerce and virtual
organisations. Such environmental change has also influenced the research in business
strategy in the early 1990s. D'Aveni (1994) considers that such changes alter the
paradigm of competition signified by the consequence of unsustainable competitive
advantages. Although D'Aveni's hypercompetition theory argues that greater returns
often go to the companies who are able to change the rule of competing and disrupt
the status quo, it has been realised that towards the end of the 1990s, much of the
challenges to the changing business paradigm were unwarranted.
Chapter 2	 72
Bearing in mind the confusion over the development of paradigm shift in strategy
research and the significance of Ketchen et al. (1996) work, it is reasonable to conduct
further investigation about the rationale for an integrated approach on business
strategy and critically review such approaches. In the next sections, the constituent
dimensions of business strategy shall be examined in fuller details.
2.3.2 Review of the Content Approach of Research on Strategic Management
and its Measurements
In strategic management literature, there is a distinction between corporate
strategy and business-level strategy. According to Porter (1987):
"A diversified company has two levels of strategy: business unit (or competitive)
strategy and corporate (or company-wide) strategy. Competitive strategy
concerns how to create competitive advantage in each of the business in which a
company competes. Corporate strategy concerns two different questions: what
businesses the corporation should be in and how the corporate office should
manage the array of business units." (Porter, 1987, p. 43).
Based on this argument, the intended research in this thesis is primarily concerned
with the business-level strategies of the corporations. Although researchers often
juxtapose strategy content with strategy process and explicitly convey that content
focuses on the specifics of what is decided, whereas process addresses how such
decisions are reached in an organisational setting. However, as criticised by Fahey
and Christensen (1986), the domain of the decisions embraced within strategy content
has not been well addressed.
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According to Fahey and Christensen (1986), strategy content can be defined as the
content of decisions with respect to the following three domains:
• Goals:	 focus on survival, economic performance, social conduct, and/or
fundamental positions that the organisation commits to achieve.
• Scope: focus on diversification, vertical integration, geographic expansion,
strategic alliances, and methods for changing scope (e.g. internal growth,
acquisitions, and divestments).
• Competitive Strategies: strategies for strategic groups, industry
segmentation, determinants of business-unit performance, taxonomy of
strategy types, stages of industry evolution, and competitive response.
After more than a decade of development in the research of strategic management,
the concept of competition and the ways to generate and sustain competitive
advantages still remain a focal point of such research activities (Veliyath and
Fitzgerald, 2000; Peterson and Dibrell, 1999). According to the classical Porter's
(1980) theory, in order to earn profits, a firm must conceive a strategy that is
exceptional vis-à-vis the competition. A firm's competitive advantage rests on its
ability to focus managerial expertise, implement sophisticated strategic plans, and
occupy a defensible niche.
In addition to Porter's (1980) generic strategies, Peterson and Dibrell (1999)
establish the concept of micro and macro congruent strategies. The four drivers of a
coordinated macro strategy include:
i. National strategy and support,
ii. Product research and development,
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iii. Domestic competition and innovations, and
iv. Relationship between government and industry.
In a research comparing the strategies of the business firms in Japan and U.S.,
Peterson and Dibrell argue that these four macro generic strategies can be
implemented by national governments to assist the competitiveness of its firms. These
macro generic strategies are the attempt by the national government to help stabilize
and foster an environment that is conducive for a firm to become more competitive.
An implication of Peterson and Dibrell's work is that a level of harmonization or
congruency must be achieved between the macro generic strategies and the firm level
micro generic strategies such as the cost leadership, differentiation, and focus
strategies proposed by Porter.
Another issue that has been identified by Peterson and Dirbrell's work is that the
strategy content alone is not sufficient for a firm to obtain profit. Their work suggests
the critical need for a degree of strategic fit between a nation's macro strategy
elements with a firm's micro generic strategies in order to enhance competitiveness.
From these examples it can be seen that even for the content dimensions of
business strategy, there are various focal points. Basically, the field of strategic
management and in particular, the content aspects of business strategy, has been
focusing on the development of typologies as a means to study the concept of
business-level strategy (Robinson and Pearce, 1988). The reason that typologies can
be used as a means to study the concept of business-level strategy is that these
typologies attempt to offer a mechanism through which the content of different
business strategies, or patterns of strategic behaviour, can be measured or classified.
There are some common approaches that can be used to measure business strategy.
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Hambrick (1980) identified three methods: textual descriptions of strategy (e.g. case
studies), deductive strategy typologies and empirical multivariate measurements of
strategy. Each of these approaches for measuring the content of strategies is described
below:
• Typologies Method:
Business typologies include 'generic strategies', 'gestalts' or strategic archetypes'.
One typology approach can be classified as broad-based, qualitative
characterisations of strategic behaviour of business organisations. Examples in
this category include:
• Miles and Snow's (1978) Prospectors, Defenders, Analysers, and Reactor
strategic archetypes. A later study of Slater and Olson (2000) also confirms
the validity of this typology.
• Hofer and Schendel's (1978) six generic business strategies: Share increase
strategies, growth strategies, profit strategies, market concentration and asset
reduction strategies, liquidation or divestiture strategies, and turnaround
strategies. In more modern context, Bierly (1999) considers the importance of
knowledge strategies that are the set of strategic choices related to firms'
knowledge bases, which can provide a guideline for strategic action. Bierly's
typology outlines a variety of possible generic knowledge strategies that are
internally consistent, mutually reinforcing, and eventually lead to a sustainable
competitive advantage.
• Porter's (1980) three generic strategies of overall cost leadership, focus, and
differentiation are classical examples of this typology method. Recent research
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indicates that this is still a valid typology. In addition to the previously cited
cases, Homburg et al. (1999) make use of Porter's generic strategies and
examine the link between consensus among senior managers and performance
at the strategic business unit level and considers factors which may moderate
the strength of this relationship.
• Textual Descriptions:
Textual descriptions are basically case study approaches to identify organisations'
strategy formulation and strategic change (Mintzberg, 1978; Mintzberg and
Waters, 1982). In the research of strategic management, case studies are often
used as a tool to study the content and the context of business strategy (Mintzberg,
1978, Feurer et al., 1995). However, it is often argued in the literature of research
methodologies that the case study approach, which is often based on researchers'
investigation experience and observational skills, lacks the rigour of the empirical
evaluations, tends to over-generalise to all types of organisations.
• Multivariate Empirical Studies:
Empirical studies utilising multivariate analysis further extend the measurement of
strategy content by generating typologies. Venkatraman (1989b) developed the
theoretical underpinnings of an important dimension in strategic management,
namely the Strategic Orientation of Business Enterprises (STROBE), whose
validity was re-tested by Chan et al. (1997).
In recent years, the method of multivariate analysis in terms of structural equation
modelling seems to become more popular in the research of strategic
management. Matsuno and Mentzer (2000) use structural equation modelling
method to investigate the role of business strategy type as moderator of the market
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orientation-performance relationship. Their empirical studies find evidence that
supports the moderating effects of business strategy type on the strength of the
relationship between market orientation and business performance.
However, research on strategic management relying only on the content approach
might inhibit the recognition of the central threat or the underlying logic of a firm's
strategy by failing to consider the role of strategic choice as exercised by key
organisational members and other influencing factors (Dess and Davis, 1984;
Henderson and Venlcatraman, 1999; Reich, and Benbasat, 2000). This implies the
need to include the process of strategy formulation and also the need of strategic fit
among various essential factors in the study of the relationship between strategic
management and organisational performance.
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2.3.3 Review of the Process Approach on Strategic Management
Rajagopalan et al. (1993) conducted a very comprehensive and critical review of
strategic decision processes and developed an integrative framework of strategic
decision processes based on a review of the past 38 research studies in strategic
decision process. The Rajagopalan et al. (1993) framework incorporates
environmental, organisational, and decision-specific antecedents of process
characteristics, and their process and economic outcomes (Figure 2.1).
Tadepalli and Avila (1999) illustrate how strategy formulation process and
implementation can be put into practice in a marketing context. The key contribution
of their work is to specify how a market-oriented organization formulates,
implements, and evaluates marketing strategy. They identify the important steps that
the marketers need to proceed in a market-oriented company in order to ensure that
the entire organization is committed to the generation, dissemination, and use of
market intelligence. Although the Rajagopalan et al., Tadepalli and Avila framework
identified the intervening and the interactive effects of the various factors in the
strategic decision process i.e. organisational factors, environmental factors, decision
specific factors, key variables and the decision process characteristics, their work still
suffers from a drawback that has been criticised by Shrader, Taylor, and Dalton
(1984), and Robinson and Pearce (1988) in their review of the process paradigm
research. This drawback is not difficult to identify in the light of the criticism that the
process framework has limited itself by looking almost exclusively on the planning-
performance relationship to the exclusion of other equally important strategy content
considerations.
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Figure 2.1	 Strategic Decision Processes: An Integrative Framework
(Rajagopalan et al. 1993, p. 352)
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Olson and Bokor's (1995) work supports this argument by conducting empirical
research on the process-content interaction and its effects on performance for small
start-up firms. Their work provides support for the hypothesis that the performance of
small, rapidly growing firms is influenced by the interaction of planning formality
(strategy process) and product/service innovation (strategy content). Furthermore,
their analysis suggests that certain contextual factors such as chief executive officers'
(CEO) characteristics may impact the nature of this interaction.
2.3.4 Evaluation of the Single Domain Approach
The content approach of research on strategic management has its limitations. For
example, the question of whether a business would be better off being single-minded
in its pursuit of either a competitive cost or competitive differentiation advantage, or
whether simultaneous pursuit of both is feasible and a competitive imperative, has
been and continues to be the focus of extensive academic discourse (Dess and Davis,
1984; Miller, 1992). This phenomenon might well support the premise that the
success of a business strategy is dependent on the contextual elements of an industry.
Supporting evidence can also be drawn from Sheth and Siscodia's (1999) argument
that marketing is context dependent. When the numerous contextual elements
surrounding the practice of marketing change (such as economic forces, social norms,
demographic characteristics, public policy, globalisation, or communication
technologies), they can have a significant impact on the nature and scope of the
business. In order to safeguard success, the scope of a firm's business strategy, such
as strategic alliances or matrix approaches to business portfolio analysis and planning
would also need to be changed, modified or reformulated. Thus, without the support
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of a proactive strategy planning process, such change of strategy content would only
be based on the intuition of the managers. Hence, the process and content dimensions
of business strategy cannot be treated in isolation as two fixed systems of concepts
and axioms. Contextual dependent strategy content dimensions depend on a proactive
and sophisticated planning process while the latter also depends on the context of
strategic orientation.
Evidence for the importance of viewing planning processes within the context of
strategic orientation can be found in the work of Rogers et al. (1999). When the
differences in planning processes are examined, given variable strategy content in a
particular industry, it is found that firms implementing different strategies require
their planning systems to focus on different kinds and amounts of information.
Moreover, the relationship between planning and business performance is also found
to be positive.
At this stage, it seems quite clear that the segregation of content and process
dimensions of strategy, no matter it is IS strategy or business strategy, is not a proper
way of exploring the complex nature of the strategy-performance relationship. In this
respect, it seems prudent to say that the approach, which integrates the content and
process domains of strategy formulation, would provide new insights to the studies of
strategic management.
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2.3.5 The Integrated Content-Process Approach for Business Strategy
The limitations of the research in strategic management by focusing in a single
domain of the research concepts have been reaffirmed by recent studies in the field.
Dess, Gupta, and Hill (1995) conducted a critical review of 32 studies in strategic
management and argued that integrative research studies across two or more levels of
strategy represent some of the most fruitful avenues for future investigations in
strategic management. Although Dess et al.'s main concern is the integrative research
of the integration across corporate, international and business strategies, their
conceptualisation of integrative research falls in line with White's (1986) advocacy of
an integrated approach in addressing the strategic management - organisational
performance relationship. Practical evidence on the importance of such integrated
approach can also be found from Loebbecke and Jelassi (1999). Their work illustrates
that with rapidly changing customer demands and increasing business complexity, a
company needs to refocus its business goals, redefine its business scope and realign
its competitive advantage through appropriate strategy formation process.
2.3.5.1	 Operationalisation of the Content Dimensions of Business Strategy
Due to the vast amount of literature in the study of business strategy and the
differentiation between the approaches of typologies method, textual descriptions and
multivariate empirical studies, operationalisation of the dimensions in the content
domain should be better anchored on the findings of proven research studies.
Consequently, according to Fahey and Christensen's (1986) definition of the content
domain of business strategy and the critical review of the relevant literature, the
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following basic dimensions capture the essential features of the content domain of
business strategy:
1. Strategic Goals: The goals of the content of the business strategy focusing on
the survival, economic performance, social conduct and other fundamental
positions or results which the organisation has made commitments to achieve.
Evidence can be found by in many blue-chipped high technology companies using
the timing of entry and technical know-how to compete with others (Veliyath and
Fitzgerald, 2000). Company might also acquire an extensive array of process
patents that are vital to the manufacturing process as a means to impede others in
acquiring competitive advantage, as Hewlett Packard did with its inkjet printers in
the early 1990s (Yoder, 1994; Veliyath and Fitzgerald, 2000). This enabled them
to be a leader in the technology and slow down their rivals, and thus eventually
dominate the market.
2. Scope of the Strategy Content: This dimension deals with the strategy with
which an organisation would adopt to extend or change its business scope:
diversification, vertical integration, geographic expansion, strategic alliances, and
the methods of changing its business scope by internal growth, acquisitions, or
divestments.
3. Competitive Strategic Orientation: A more parsimonious classification of
the competitive strategic orientations adopted by companies can be used to
address the following aspects: Aggressiveness, Defensiveness, and Innovativeness.
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2.3.5.2	 Operationalisation of the Process Dimensions of Business Strategy
A parsimonious set of the process dimensions of business strategy can be
operationalised by adopting the key dimensions similar to that of the IS strategy
process:
1. Organisational Aspects of Business Strategy Process: The process of the
formulation of strategic decisions within the context of organisational structure,
roles, and reporting relationships. Relevance and practicality of this dimension can
be found in the studies of Littler et al. (2000), Broady-Preston and Hayward
(1998), and also Kaplan and Norton (1996).
2. Individual Aspects of Business Strategy Process: Similar to the IS strategy
process, this dimension is mainly concerned with the attributes of the business
strategy planning process in relation to the behaviours of individuals in an
organisation. This focus on the individual aspects of the strategy process
converges with Hendry's (2000) conceptualisation of strategic decisions as
elements of a strategic discourse. This strategic discourse can be operated both at
the structural level of social reproduction and instrumental level of intentional
communication. Such strategic discourse at individual level can also constitute a
medium through which choices are discussed and recorded, interpretation
developed and expressed, and strategic actions initiated, authorised and executed.
3. Technological Aspects of Business Strategy Process: The decision making
process in relation to the extent to which business strategy can best be supported
by the appropriate technological configurations of information systems in
different phases of its formulation and implementation. Relevance of this
dimension can be supported by the studies of Littler et al. (2000), demonstrating
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that technology can help to formulate strategy content using the strategic
architecture formulation process of Hamel and Prahalad (1996).
Having identified these dimensions pertinent to the content and the process
domains of both the IS and business strategy, the next steps would then be a review of
the strategic fit aligning these dimensions.
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2.4 The Notion of Strategic Fit
Traditional static cost-benefit methods are useful when evaluating systems, which
deal with transaction processes. Strategic values are more difficult to evaluate, since
they involve dynamic interactions between various decision-makers in their respective
domains: information systems, business strategies, and business rivals. Strategic
alignment or fit is fundamental to the study of strategic management because:
1. The formation of the initial strategy paradigm is rooted in the concept of
"matching" or "aligning" organisational resources with environmental
opportunities and threats (Andrews, 1971; Venlcatraman and Camillus, 1984).
2. Within the past two decades, many research studies in strategic management have
either implicitly or explicitly employed the concept of fit. Some examples are:
Nightingale & Toulouse's (1977) arguments for the achievement of "congruence"
among a larger set of elements of strategic importance, Miller's (1981)
exploration of fit in terms of "gestalts". Other researches in the field tend to
integrate strategic information systems with competitive strategy (Henderson and
Sifonis, 1988; Rockart and Scott-Morton, 1984; Wiseman and MacMillan, 1984).
Chorn's (1991) "Alignment" theory of strategic fit and Veliyath & Srinivasan's
(1995) Gestalt approach to assessing strategic alignment are just more recent
examples. This research study intends to strengthen the continuous study in this
field.
3. Fit has been used as a normative concept by many researchers to highlight the
importance of synchronising complex environmental and organisational elements
for effective implementation of the chosen strategy (Stonich, 1982; Zajac et al.
2000). In this respect, Waterman et al. (1995) identify the seven elements of
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strategic fit (strategy, structure, systems, style, staff, shared values, and skills) and
argue that congruence among these seven elements is a prerequisite for
organisation success. Such views are quite different from the phenomenon of
"powerlessness" in decision-making within Courpasson's (2000) soft
bureaucracies structure. Although according to Courpasson, managerial decisions
are subject to many external variables, evidence from other cases (i.e. Luftman
and Brier, 1999) support the arguments that such external variables might be the
driving force for a company to strive for strategic fit. Burack et al. (1994) also
advocate new paradigm approaches in strategic human resources management by
aligning strategic planning to fit structure, culture, and process with externalities.
The alignment of IS strategies and business strategies is also an important issue in
the study of strategic fit. Burn (1996) conducted longitudinal studies confirming
the need for such alignment and established lead-lag nature of strategic fit. That is
to say, alignment is not a steady state but a dynamic model of change.
There is no universally accepted way to conceptualise strategic fit and individual
researchers just capture some essential aspects of fit and build a model that explain
the antecedents and the impacts of achieving strategic fit. The conceptualisation of fit,
as argued by Venkatraman and Camillus (1984), also falls in a broad dichotomous
classification of content and process. Although strategy has been conceptualised in
different ways, there is one fundamental distinction that underlies most
conceptualisations in strategic fit: the focus on the content of strategy (what should be
done) or on the process of strategy making (how it is to be developed). The practical
relevance of these arguments is that strategy can be viewed as the process of aligning
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organisation and environment and that strategy becomes the pattern of interactions, in
which the focus is on the process of arriving at the desired configuration. On the other
hand, strategy can also be viewed as one of the system elements to be fitted with other
elements. Hence the focus is on the content of fit, i.e. on the elements to be fitted
together to reach the desired configuration.
However, Venkatraman and Camillus' (1984) classification has not gained
universal acceptance. In a later research, Veliyath and Srinivasan (1995) argued for a
gestalt approach in the study of strategic alignment:
"The gestalt has characteristics that are different from and beyond the
characteristics of its individual parts. The essence of the term as representing
patterns or configurations of different elements (such as external environmental
conditions and internal organisational arrangements and effectiveness profiles)
that fall into consistent, commonly occurring and predictively useful patterns has
since been distilled and adopted by organisational researchers.. .Moreover, as
effectiveness profiles are treated as endogenous to the gestalt, strategic fit is better
defined and assessed as the consistency (viz. complementarity) among the
different elements of the gestalt rather than the degree of achievement along a
single (or even multiple) effectiveness dimensions." (Veliyath and Srinivasan,
1995, p. 212-213).
Despite different conceptualisations of strategic fit, evidence for its importance
can be found in the Charles Schwab's case of achieving and sustaining business-IT
alignment in transition to a full service brokerage firm due to the market demand
(Luftman and Brier, 1999). In the late 1990s, Schwab's direction shifted toward
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delivering customerised information to the investor as quickly as possible. In doing
so, the company has been using IT strategically in meeting its changing but well-
defined business goals. The alignment process consists of sophisticated IS strategy
and business strategy planning which involves a team of six to twelve senior
executives from the major business and IT units, with the firm support from the top
management. Practically, the alignment processes include the following steps:
• Understand the linkage between IT and the business;
• Analysis and prioritisation of the gaps between the current and future states of
each of the alignment components, so as to identify the essential content of
business and IT strategies;
• Specify the actions necessary to carry out the plan in terms of the deliverables,
the completion date, and the responsibilities and risks;
• Continuous evaluation of the strategic choices.
Within the past decade, the research in the study of strategic alignment was rather
incomplete. There were just a few researchers who have developed conceptual models
to identify and explain the complex concept of strategic fit between IS strategy,
business strategy and organisational performance; but many of these models lack the
validity test of an empirical study. The following chapter gives a critical review of
such research and a description of how the conceptualisation of fit is applied in such
research.
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2.5 The Way Forward
Based on the arguments derived from the review of various studies in this field,
the content and the process dimensions of the respective IS and business strategies
have been operationalised for the subsequent empirical work. It has also been argued
in this chapter that due to the assumption of soft bureaucracy, the influences of power
politics within an organisation have been neutralised.
This chapter has critically reviewed the notions of IS strategy and business
strategy with respect to the dichotomy of the content and process dimensions. The
discussions on the contents of IS and business strategies have been valuable in
identifying the strategy-performance link and also the operationalisation of the critical
content dimensions of both IS and business strategy that would be the determinants of
the performance enhancing strategies. Equal attentions have also been paid to the
various aspects of the strategy process dimensions. The discussions lead to the
recognition of the significance of the individual, organisational and technical aspects
of the strategy process that would contribute to superior strategy formation, selection
and implementation and to sustainable competitive advantages. Notably, the three
operationalised content dimensions of business strategy: Strategic Goals, Scope of
Strategic Content, and Competitive Strategic Orientation capture the essential
elements of the contents of business strategy although a consensus concerning the
precise nature of competitive strategy and its relationship to business performance has
not yet emerged (Ketchen et al., 1997). Similarly, Distinctive Competence,
Organisation Information Quotient and IS Infrastructure and Governance also form
the essential contents of IS strategy. The vast amount of the literature reviewed in this
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chapter show that strategy contents, strategy process (formation, selection and
execution) drive performance. There are practical examples to support this argument.
While K-Mart knows about Wal-Mart's superior logistics strategy (Content: Strategic
Goals), it cannot imitate it because it is embedded in a complex management process
(Process: Organisational and Technological Aspects of Business Strategy Process,
and also Organisational and Technological Aspects Information Systems Strategy
Process). It is also noted by Bartmess and Cerny (1993) that as a classical example,
the best strategy in the computer workstation market is rapid product development
and rollout (Content: Strategic Goals). However, the Sun Microsystems competes by
emphasising the integration of strategy content and process that link design and
manufacturing, design and customers, and design and purchasing. Although the
strategy contents might be known to business rivals, the creation and management
process of such links are more difficult to imitate. These two examples highlight that
for the well-conceived IS and business strategy to have positive impacts on business
performance, there should be some form of strategic fit among the dichotomous
dimensions of the IS and business strategies. This strategic fit involves a complex
process of the alignment or fusion of the nine operationalised content and process
dimensions of IS and business strategies. Consequently, it is essential to understand
how it is conceptualised and measured before the empirical work can be meaningfully
carried out.
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CHAPTER 3
A CRITICAL REVIEW OF STRATEGIC FIT MODELS
AND THE FORMATION OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS
3.1 A Critical Review of the Current Strategic Fit Models
A search of literature shows that there are only a limited number of strategic fit
models that combine the notions of IS strategy and business strategy. The following
sections give a critical review of these models.
3.1.1 The Das et al. (1991) Model
In addition to the content and process dimensions of IS strategy, Das et al.'s
(1991) model that links external environment, competitive strategy, strategic MIS
planning and financial performance is shown in Figure 3.1.
Figure 3.1 Das et al. Conceptual Framework (Das et al., 1991, p. 955)
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An essential element in this model is the concept of fit between strategic IS
planning and competitive strategy. According to Das et al. there are six aspects of
strategic fit:
1. Consistency of choices within the content dimension of the IS planning.
2. Consistency of choices within the process dimension of the IS planning.
3. Consistency of choices between the two sets of content and process dimensions.
4. Fit between the content dimension and the competitive strategy.
5. Fit between the process dimension and the competitive strategy.
6. Fit signifying the consistency of the interaction of content and process variables
with competitive strategy.
Das et al.'s framework provides theoretical support for the argument that both the
content and process of strategic IS planning as crucial antecedents of competitive
advantage. It also highlights the need for fit between competitive strategies and
strategic IS planning as an antecedent of superior financial performance. There are
several key theoretical propositions in Das et al.'s framework:
• "The content and process of strategic MIS planning are a source of
competitive advantage and, ultimately, superior company performance." (Das
et al. 1991, p. 976).
• "Fit between competitive strategy and strategic MIS planning is positively
associated with company performance." (Das et al. 1991, p. 977).
• "The fit (internal consistency) among the dimensions of a firm's strategic MIS
planning within a particular competitive strategy is positively associated with
company financial performance." (Das et al. 1991, p. 977).
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Although Das et al.'s framework is comprehensive and provides parsimonious
theoretical propositions for the linkages between external environments,
competitive strategy, strategic IS planning and financial performance, their
framework lacks empirical justifications. In this respect, this model is purely
theoretical. On this theoretical basis, their work reinforces Henderson and
Venkatraman's (1992, 1999) proposition for a dichotomous view of IS strategy,
and argues for the existence of fit and its impacts on performance.
3.1.2	 A Critique on the Henderson and Venkatraman (1992, 1999) Model
Henderson and Venkatraman (1992) first proposed a strategic alignment model to
link organisational transformation and the exploitation of TT capabilities in its
competitive role. They then reinforce their views in a later study (Henderson and
Venkatraman (1999). Henderson and Venkatraman's model is based on four key
domains of strategic choice: business strategy, organisational infrastructure and
processes, IT strategy and TT infrastructure and processes. The essential elements of
Henderson and Venkatraman's model can be illustrated by the following diagram:
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Figure 3.2	 Henderson and Venkatraman's Strategic Alignment Model
(Henderson and Venkatrarnan, 1992, p.99)
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Henderson and Venkatraman's model is comprehensive in defining the concept of
fit among the four domains of business strategy, organisational infrastructure and
processes, IT strategy, and IT infrastructure and processes. In this model, there are
several types of strategic fit that can be classified as bivariate fit (relationships
involving any two domains), cross-domain alignment (relationship involving three
domains), and strategic alignment (relationship involves simultaneous or concurrent
attention to all four domains).
Henderson and Venkatraman's model still remains just as a conceptual one
instead of a proven model because they have not provided empirical supports to their
strategic alignment model. Despite this, their model contributes to identify the
differences between bivariate fit, cross-domain alignment and the concept of strategic
alignment. In particular, Henderson and Venkatraman's model signifies the essential
nature of the study of strategic fit in the context of the four domains encompassing the
external/internal, and the content/processes issues of business strategy and
information systems. Henderson and Venkatraman's work is valid in addressing the
multidimensional nature of strategic fit because historically the strategic literature on
strategic alignment has always been multidimensional with various dependent and
independent variables (Zajac et al., 2000).
It is understood that the use of Henderson and Venkatraman's model requires an
understanding of its intrinsic dynamic nature. In actual business context, the real
business challenge is not a static alignment among the four domains at any one point
in time when the strategic planning exercise is being executed, but ensuring continual
assessment of the trends across these four domains to allow them to reposition the
firm in the external environment and rearrange their internal infrastructure. In this
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respect, they argue for the need to evolve from one perspective to another based on
shifts in the business environment - both internal and external. However, in
addressing the dynamic nature of strategic fit, there are several questions that
Henderson and Venkatraman's model fails to provide answers: What would be the
environmental and organisational factors that define strategic fit? What would be the
implications for strategic change if such factors change? Under such dynamic
changes, what would be the influence of dynamic strategic fit? With their emphasis
on successful organizational transformation, their model needs tests for its validity.
3.1.3	 Limitations of the Veliyath and Srinivasan (1995) Gestalt Model
Veliyath and Srinivasan's (1995) model is based on the theoretical assumption that
strategic alignment involves a configuration comprising three essential elements:
• The external environment,
• The internal organisational arrangements and,
• Organisational performance or effectiveness.
Based on the work on strategic fit by Doty et al. (1993), and Meyer et al. (1993),
Veliyath and Srinivasan also adopt the configurational approach and the notion of
equifinality by assuming that social organisations can accomplish their objectives
with diverse inputs and with varying internal activities.
An essential concept in Veliyath and Srinivasan's framework is the gestalt of
strategic alignment. Gestalt is perceived as having characteristics that are different
from and beyond the characteristics of its individual parts and thus represent
configurations of the elements of external environmental conditions, internal
organisational arrangements and effectiveness profiles that fall into consistent and
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predictively useful patterns. Statistically, gestalt can be thought of as significant
clustering among variables that enable accurate prediction of the features of the
overall gestalt, once a partial gestalt is available. Using this approach, strategic fit can
be defined and assessed as the consistency among different elements of the gestalt. In
summary, the gestalt model has the following distinct features:
• It differentiates itself from the conceptual framework of Venkatraman and
Prescott (1990) that there are no common ideal profiles across different
organisations and that strategic fit may be a uniquely different and novel condition
for each organisation. The assumption of the existence of an ideal profile becomes
the antecedent of a gestalt.
• It implies that the effectiveness profile can be deduced from within the
configuration of external environmental conditions and internal organisational
arrangements.
However, when this gestalt approach is used to test strategic fit, there would be a
question that naturally follows: "Can the effectiveness profile of a company be similar
to another company, so that there is a meaningful measurement of profile deviation
from the ideal profile?" Without an empirical test to support their arguments,
Veliyath and Srinivasan's model has severe limitations.
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Figure 3.3	 Strategic Gestalts of Environment, Strategy and Effectiveness
(Veliyath and Srinivasan, 1995, p. 214)
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3.1.4	 An appraisal of the Chan, Huff, Barclay and Copeland (1997) Study
Chan et al. (1997) developed a model to measure business strategic orientation, IS
strategic orientation, and IS strategic alignment and then subsequently investigated
the implications of such strategic alignment for perceived IS effectiveness and
business performance. Conceptually, Chan et al.'s model is represented by the
following framework:
Figure 3.4	 Chan et al.'s Conceptual Model for IS Strategy and Business
Strategy (Chan et al., 1997, p. 126)
The Chan et al.'s model represents a 'system's approach' to illustrate the
relationship between the higher order constructs of their research. Comparing Chan et
al.'s work with the previously described models, it can be seen that the study provides
empirical support for the link between IS strategic alignment and IS effectiveness,
eventually on the business performance. Empirical support for this sort of work is
important because it shows how the IS strategic alignment can be assessed. Two
methods have been utilised to assess the fit:
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• Fit as Matching: This is the simplest method to measure fit. Scores from the
parallel items on the instruments were matched and differentiated.
• Fit as Moderation: This method investigates the degree of parallelism
between business strategy and IS strategy in influencing both business
performance and IS effectiveness.
Although Chan et al. used an empirical approach to investigate the strategic fit,
their methods of measurement of the fit remain questionable. They argued that the
moderation approach was the preferred model for IS alignment because for the firms
under study, a matching perspective was not well supported. In fact, the matching
perspective they used was rather mechanical. For every move in the business strategy
domain, they considered that there should also be a corresponding move in the
information systems strategy domain. In the instrument that they used, any observed
deviation from the business strategy domain should also be matched by a
corresponding deviation in the information systems domain. In the real business
world, managers might not plan their strategies in that mechanical manner. Thus, it
would not be surprising that their matching perspective was not well supported.
Although Chan et al. preferred the moderation approach in which business strategy
was treated as a predictor variable impacting on the criterion variable business
performance, with information systems strategy as a moderator, the method they used
did not really touch the complex nature of testing strategic fit. If information system
strategy was treated as a moderator, they simply ignored the interactive nature of the
content and process dimensions of information systems strategy and used only the
content dimension as the moderating variable.
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3.1.5 The Zajac et al. (2000) Model of Dynamic Strategic Fit
The Zajac et al. study develops and tests a model on the dynamic nature of
strategic fit. They identify the environmental and organizational contingencies that
should predict changes in a firm's strategy and the performance implications of such
changes. Their model has been tested using longitudinal data from savings and loan
institutions in the United States. Conceptually, their model can be illustrated by the
following diagram shown in Figure 3.5:
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Figure 3.5	 Zajac et al.'s Dynamic Strategic Fit Model
(Zajac et al., 2000, p. 432)
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The findings from their empirical work support this model of dynamic strategic fit
in the following ways:
• The timing, direction, and magnitude of strategic changes can be logically
predicted based on differences in specific environmental forces and
organizational resources;
• Organizations that deviated from the model's prediction of dynamic strategic
fit (i.e. changed more or changed less than the model prescribed) experienced
negative performance consequences.
Zajac et al.'s model is indeed dynamic, multivariate and normative in nature.
However, in identifying a set of specific environmental and organisational factors that
can provide unique time- and organisation-specific predictions regarding strategic fit,
Zajac et al. focus on the broad issue of strategic change in an organisation with
respect to magnitude, timing and direction. Specific IS strategy is not a dominant
factor for consideration in their model although the savings and loan institutions
depend heavily on information systems. Their model is useful in the sense that they
provide evidence for the multivariate and the dynamic nature strategic fit. This
concept is quite different from the bivariate concept of Chan et al's model.
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3.1.6	 Implications
The study of strategic alignment is getting more and more attention of the
researchers in strategic management. A recent study by Tallon et al. (2000) confirms
that specific management practices with respect to strategic alignment and IT
evaluation are strongly associated with perceived payoffs from IT investments. It has
been shown in this study that for firms whose IT was closely aligned with the
business strategy had higher perceived payoffs from IT, while firms where strategic
alignment was weak, perceived IT payoffs were significantly lower. Having reviewed
the characteristics of various models, it would be logical to formulate a parsimonious
model that incorporates the essential aspects of IS and business strategies and use it to
explore the impacts on business performance. Bearing in mind the relationship
between strategic alignment and performance, it would also be interesting to know
how such alignment can be measured. This will be discussed in the next section.
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3.2 The Measurement of Strategic Fit
3.2.1 Methodology
Although the importance of strategic fit between business strategy and IS strategy
has been argued and recognised in previous sections of this thesis, there is no unique
way of measuring strategic fit (Bergeron et al., 2001).
In a longitudinal study of a multinational bank, Burn (1996) found the bank was in
the strategic use of IS in the first year of the study. Using the typology methods of
Miles and Snow (1978) and Earl (1989) in defining business and IS strategies, Burn
found the bank was acting as an analyser and planner in the first year of study.
Planning within the organisation was effected top-down/bottom-up with multiple
planning styles for IS and a declared need within the bank to move the organisational
configuration towards adhocracy and adopt multiple styles of planning. Two years
later, the bank was found no longer to be comfortable with its strategic use of IS
because technological changes had overtaken their IS development and the
organisation was at turnaround mode and all planning has now reverted to top-
down/bottom-up in a formal controlled drive to regain competitive edge from IS.
Obviously, in more technical terms, there was no strategic fit between IS and the
bank's strategy. Even if the indicators for such strategic misfit were known, it was
unclear to what extent that these indicators would make the banks feel
"uncomfortable".
There are several methods to assess the extent to which the abstract concept of fit
has been achieved according to a classificatory framework for mapping six
perspectives of fit in strategic research (Venkatraman, 1989; Bergeron et al., 2001).
There is no unique way to measure fit and very often these methods yield conflicting
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results (Bergeron et al., 2001; Chan et al., 1997). The following gives a brief review
of these methods:
1. Moderation:
The strategic fit according to the moderation perspective pinpoints that the impact
of a predictor variable on a criterion variable is dependent on the level of a third
variable, termed here as the moderator:
"In more general terms, a moderator can be viewed categorically (types of
environment, stages of product life cycle, organisational types) or
characteristically (degree of business-relatedness, degree of competitive
intensity), and it will affect the direction or the strength of the relation between
a predictor variable (e.g. strategy) and a dependent variable (e.g.
performance)" (Venkatraman, 1989(b), p.424).
In business context, this method of measuring fit is easy to contemplate. If
business performance is assumed to be dependent on two variables: IS strategy
and business strategy, then IS strategy can be used as a moderator. The existence
of fit can be indicated by the significant differences in the performance indices
across different moderator variables known as type 1 and type 2 IS infrastructures
on the different type of business strategy.
2. Mediation (modelled structurally using indirect or intermediate variables):
The mediation perspective specifies the existence of a significant intervening
mechanism (e.g. context variable Z, interpreted as IS strategy) between an
antecedent variable X (e.g. business strategy) and the consequent variable Y (e.g.
performance). In practice, the mediation perspective can be realised using one of
the following forms: full mediation or partial mediation. For example:
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Performance
(Y) I
Business
Strategy
(X)
Full mediation:
1IS Strategy	 a
(Z)
Figure 3.6	 Full Mediation
In this configuration, IS strategy is acting as a direct intervening variable between
business strategy and business performance. al is the path coefficient indicating
the direct effect of the IS strategy on performance while business strategy is
conceived to have indirect effect on performance through IS strategy. Two
simultaneous equations can be set up to describe the path relationship with e l and
e2 representing the measurement errors:
Y = ao +a,Z +8,	 (1)
Z = flo + fi,X + e2	(2)
Substituting (2) into (1) gives:
Y = (ao+a,16°)+(a00,)X +(e1+a1e2)
According to this equation, a stronger al indicates a stronger mediating effect.
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Partial mediation:
Figure 3.7	 Partial Mediation
a l and a2 are the path coefficients indicating the direct effects of the context
variable Z and the business strategy X on the performance Y respectively.
Business strategy also has an indirect effect (a1 131 ) on performance through IS
strategy.
Again, the relationship can be described by the following set of equations:
Y = a0 + a,Z + a2 X + el	 (3)
Z = /30 + PI X + 62	 (4)
Substituting (4) into (3) gives:
Y =(a0 + a,A)+ (al fl, + a2 )X +(ai s2 + el)
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The relative proportion of the indirect effect and the direct effect indicates the
degree of the intervening effect. That is to say, large values of (a 1 13 1 )/ a2 indicate
that the intervening effect is large and hence give an index of the relative effect of
fit. Details of analysis procedures can be found in the work of Bergeron et al.
(2001).
In the actual business context and using the previous example, Z may mean
different types of IS infrastructure. That is to say, if an instrument can be
designed for a general survey, companies' business performance can then be
expressed statistically (e.g. using path analysis) in terms of a particular type of IS
infrastructure and business strategy. Subsequently, a comparison of the resulting
business performance for different types of IS infrastructures and business
strategies can be conducted.
3. Matching (operationalised using difference scores):
This perspective specifies that fit is a theoretically defined match between two
related variables without reference to a criterion variable. Deviation score analysis
in Chan et al.'s study has been used to test and measure strategic fit. Basically the
method of deviation score is based on the assumption that the absolute difference
between the standardised scores of two variables indicates a lack of fit. However,
when this method is put into practice, there might be some limitations because this
approach over simplifies the context in which the IS and business strategy
variables are measured by assuming that for every move in business strategy there
is a corresponding move in IS strategy without taking into consideration the
interaction effects between them.
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4. Gestalts:
This is a complicated method. The approach suggested by Veliyath and Srinivasan
(1995) gives a statistical measurement of the strategic fit by gestalts in the context
of organisational effectiveness, strategic orientations and external environment.
This method looks comprehensive and involves confirmatory factor analysis and
discriminant analysis, but would likely put one into a statistical labyrinth without
gasping the meaning of all those statistical data.
Gestalt refers to an organised entity in which the parts, though distinguishable, are
interdependent; they have certain characteristics produced by their inclusion in the
whole, and the whole has some characteristics belonging to none of the parts.
Hence, there are naturally some doubts about the logic of the testing of gestalts.
Having identified the essential factors of organisational effectiveness, strategic
orientations and external environments, the method leaves the assessment of fit to
the open interpretation of various discriminant groupings.
However, the empirical testing of the gestalt approach by Bergeron et al. (2001)
explicitly highlights the subjective nature of the gestalts approach and the use of a
common external fix in contrasting different types of gestalts. Practically
speaking, assessment and comparison of different groupings can only be
meaningful if they are evaluated on a common external fix such as business
performance. Bergeron et al.'s work confirms that with such external fix, some
particular groupings would have better leverage on the outcome of business
performance.
This approach blurs the distinction between criterion and predictor variables and
exhibits great statistical complexity in assessing the condition of fit. It would then
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be natural to query whether in-depth case studies could explore the fit gestalts in
more practical and relevant terms.
5. Profile deviation:
In the profile-deviation perspective, fit is the degree of adherence to an externally
specified profile. That is to say, if an ideal strategy profile can be specified for a
particular environment, a business unit's degree of adherence to such a
multidimensional profile will be positively related to performance if it has a high
level of environment-strategy alignment. In other words, deviations from this
"ideal profile" should result in lower performance indicating that deviation in the
pattern from an ideal profile is negatively related to performance.
This method is straightforward but equal weightings for all the deviations from the
ideal profile have to be assumed because there is no theoretical reasoning to have
different weighting on deviations from the ideal profile on any of the independent
variables. That is to say, it is difficult to justify that deviation from the ideal IS
management would have more effect on performance than the deviations in
competitive strategic orientation dimension.
6. Covariation (computed using structural equation modelling):
In this perspective, fit can be regarded as a pattern of covariation or internal
consistency among a set of underlying theoretically related variables. This
perspective requires great precision in the pattern of logical consistency among
the factors and the explication of the underlying logical link among the attributes.
When applied correctly, the technique of structural equation modelling has
advantages over more traditional methods such as principal component analysis,
factor analysis, discriminant analysis, or multiple regressions because of greater
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flexibility that a researcher has for the interplay between theory and data (Chin,
1998).
Fit as covariation can be tested using the following schemes (Venkatraman, 1990;
Chin, 1998; Bergeron et al., 2001):
a. Specify the alignment model representing the covariation among the
dimensions captured as a higher-order construct that impacts on the criterion
variable of business performance.
b. The overall model fit (or goodness of fit) indices in terms of the model
characteristics such as x2, degree of freedom, significance and the A
coefficient according to Bentler and Bonett (1980); or the Target Coefficient
(T) as defined by Marsh and Hocevar (1985); and the path loadings would
then be used to assess the model fit. A good goodness of fit index and highly
significant path coefficient would confirm the validity of the model and the
positive impact of strategic alignment on the criterion variable.
3.2.2 Selection of the Most Appropriate Methodology
Each one of the methodologies described in the previous section has its own
characteristics, advantages and disadvantages. It would be useful to have a
comparison between them before a most appropriate methodology can be deduced for
this research. Table 3.1 outlines the essential features of the comparison.
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Methodology Characteristics Measurement of Fit Advantages /
Disadvantages
Moderation IS strategy as a moderating
variable, influencing the
impacts of the predictor
variable (business strategy)
on criterion variable (business
performance).
Fit is indicated by
differences in
correlation coefficients
between predictor
variable and the
criterion variable across
different types of IS
strategy.
Advantage:
Simplicity.
Disadvantages:
The interactive nature of
the content and process
dimensions of the IS and
business strategies are
totally ignored.
Mediation IS strategy is treated as an
intervening mechanism
(context variable) between
business strategy (strategy
variable) and business
performance.
Fit is indicated by the
ratio between the
indirect effects on
business performance
due to the context
variable and the direct
effects due to the
strategy variable
(partial mediation).
Same as moderation.
Matching Assumes that for every
strategic move in IS strategy,
there should also be a
corresponding move in
business strategy and
performance.
Fit is indicated by the
difference scores
between IS strategy,
business strategy and
performance.
Advantage:
Simple and easy to apply.
Disadvantages:
The interactive nature of
the content and process
dimensions of the IS and
business strategies are
totally ignored.
Over simplify the complex
relationship between the
strategy domains and
business performance.
Gestalt Use gestalt to describe the
state of strategic fit and treat
it as the coherence among a
set of multiple variables that
contribute to the state of fit.
Use discriminant
analysis to derive
various groupings that
are considered
essential to the gestalt.
Subjective assessment
of the form of gestalt
and deduce the state of
fit.
Advantage:
Attention to various
variables that might affect
the state of fit.
Disadvantages:
A statistical labyrinth
finished by a subjective
assessment of the state
of the gestalt.
Table 3.1 A Comparison between Different Methodologies of Fit Measurements
Chapter 3
	
114
(Continued)
Methodology Characteristics Measurement of Fit Advantages /
Disadvantages
Profile
Deviation
Establish an "ideal profile" of
the companies with excellent
business performance based
on the calibration of business
performance (criterion
variable) and IS strategy and
business strategy
(independent variables),
Fit is indicated by the
deviation from the
"ideal profile".
Smaller the deviation,
the better the fit.
Advantage:
Simple and easy to
understand and apply.
Disadvantages:
The interactive nature of
the content and process
dimensions of the IS and
business strategies are
totally ignored.
Assume equal weighting
of all the deviations from
the "ideal profile".
Covariation Fit is regarded as a pattern of
covariation among a set of
related dimensions of IS
strategy, business strategy
and business performance.
Fit is indicated by a set
of fit indices of the
alignment model and
loading factors on the
criterion variable,
Advantage:
Takes into consideration
of the interactive nature
between IS strategy and
business strategy.
Both IS and business
strategy domains can be
classified into content and
process dimensions.
Different fit models
comprising different
components of the
content and process
dimensions of the IS and
business strategies can
be investigated
individually.
Disadvantages:
Requires complicated
statistical techniques.
Results might be difficult
to interpret with respect to
the real business
environment.
Table 3.1 A Comparison between Different Methodologies of Fit Measurements
(Continued)
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Each of these approaches requires a different mathematical model and has
different theoretical implications. The approaches differ primarily on three
dimensions:
• The number of variables they employ (i.e. their complexity);
• The extent to which the detailed nature of fit can be specified (typically the
more variables in the equation, the less specific the researcher can be about
the form of the fit-based relationship); and
• The degree to which fit calculations require the specification of a criterion
variable (e.g. business performance).
The main problem with the measurement of strategic fit is not in the differences
between the different approaches described, it is with diversity in the results of the
measurement by these methods (Bergeron et al., 2001). The work of Bergeron et al.
confirms that different conceptualisations and methods of analysis of fit will lead to
different results. The implication of this is that the most important thing in the
measurement of strategic fit would be on the theoretical basis of the fit model because
different verbalisation of fit and measurement methods would lead to mixed and
contradictory results as shown in the matching and moderation approaches in the
work of Chan et al. (1997). Thus, in the study of strategic fit, it is necessary to specify
the type of fit to be examined and that such choice should be supported theoretically.
The results of the measurement should then be interpreted with respect to the theory
and the selected perspective of fit.
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Judging from the complexity of this research in investigating the integrated effects
of the content and process dimensions of IS and business strategies, the choice of the
method of covariation is an appropriate one.
Chapter 3	 117
3.3 Measurement of Business Performance
Various forms of strategic fit models claim to have impacts on organisational or
business performance in one way or another. Before exploring further the nature of
such impacts, it is essential to define what is meant by business performance of an
organisation.
3.3.1 The Multiple Dimensions of Business Performance
The measurement of business performance has always been an important issue in
strategic management and the amount of literature on performance measurements are
vast and diverse in nature. Broadly speaking, performance measurements can be
classified into three main categories: the theoretical application of why performance
should be measured (McGahan, 1999), the technical application of how to measure it
(Venkatraman and Ramanujam, 1986, 1987; Lee et al., 1995; Rivenbark, 2000), and
the contextual application of how organisations actually use performance measures
(Stainer, 1996; Kald and Nilsson, 2000). In industrial practices, U.S. companies often
used the methods that utilise the analysis of the rate-of-return performance measures
up to the period of 1980s when the declining competitiveness of U.S. was apparent
(Johnson and Kaplan, 1987). Since then, it was necessary for companies to change
their way of measuring performance and include non-financial measures relevant to
the actual operations (Dixon et al., 1990). An example following this perspective is
Venkatraman and Ramanujam's (1986) work that also utilises financial and
operational performance measures.
Although the debates and methods are diverse, the issue of the measurement of
business performance centres on two aspects:
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• What are the factors, which collectively signify the outcome "business
performance"?
• Should subjective or objective modes of performance assessment be adopted?
On the first issue, there is no unified way of defining and measuring business
performance and very often, different researchers adopt different approaches to suit
their specific research needs; and such measures are often very diversified in nature.
For example, McGahan (1999) uses financial market premium (defined as the ratio of
the value of financial claims on a firm, including stocks and bonds, to the replacement
value of the firm's asset), and accounting profitability (defined as the ratio of after-tax
income to the book value of assets), and growth to investigate the relationship
between competitive strategy and business performance for publicly trade firms in
U.S. within specific industries in the past twenty years.
Realising that a good performance measurement system should incorporate
strategic success factors, Lee et al. (1995) propose a four-level hierarchical schema
that combines financial and non-financial performance measures and emphasised
external as well as internal business performance measures. Similarly, Kaplan and
Norton (1992, 1993, 1996) set up a model of Balanced Scorecard to reflect the
important dimensions of company's performance. Their model focuses on four
perspectives: financial perspective, customer perspective, business process
perspective, and innovation and learning perspective. The problem is whether all
these perspectives are equally important in assessing performance. One argument for
the non-financial dimensions related to business operations is that once properly
assessed, they can be more easily translated by operating personnel into their own
work situation in a strategic context (Dixon, et al., 1990). In addition to this, industry-
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specific non-financial performance indicators can also serve as benchmarking for
companies in the same industry. The Zhang (2000) model of quality management
methods in manufacturing companies is an example.
When comparing business performance across different industries, some context
dependent performance indicators might not be relevant. Instead of these indicators,
some financial performance indicators plus some operational indicators would be
helpful (McGahan, 1999). Financial indictors often include sales growth, profitability
(reflected by ratios such as return on investment and return on equity), earnings per
share; Woo and Willard (1983) employ a factor-analytic framework using
performance data from the PIMS program to condense a scheme of four primary
dimensions for a summary comparison of business performance across different
industries:
• Profitability /cash flow;
• Relative market position;
• Change in profitability and cash flow;
• Revenue growth.
In some applications, these four dimensions are further simplified to three: - sales
growth, net income growth, and return on investment (ROI) to reflect business
economic performance based on the following reasons:
1. These are the most common performance measures used by different
disciplines in strategic research.
2. They closely correspond to the key dimensions of performance namely: (a)
profitability, (b) relative market position, (c) change in profitability, and (d)
growth in sales and market share.
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These traditional financial measures have been used in banking, financial services
and shipping logistics industries for long time. However, it has been almost two
decades since Woo and Willard's findings and in this Internet era, it would be
interesting to explore the relevance of financial indicators for performance for
companies with intense IT application and for some advanced e-commerce companies
because companies like eBay, Amazon and Yahoo might fail the net income growth
test; and that the sales growth might not explain the different outcomes achieved by
Nokia, Ericsson and Motorola in the mobile phone market.
In a macro sense, sales growth is still a very useful way of comparing business
performance across different industries with respect to signs of slowdown in different
sectors. For example, sales growth performance in 113 companies across 11 different
industries from telecommunication to semiconductor was contrasted for the trend
from 1999 to 2000 as reported by Electronic Times (2001).
In the first quarter of 2001, Amazon lost US$49 million that was lower than
expected with some 22% growth in sales to US$700.36 million (Hansell, 2001).
Afters years of burning cash, the company's cash position dropped sharply in the
quarter to US$643 million from 1.1 billion and its working capital, a measure of
short-term assets minus short-term debts, dropped to US$251 million. Regardless of
the declaration of the negative working capital concept by its chairman, sales growth,
liquidity position, operating profits, are still the evergreen indicators that other people
use to measure the performance of the company. This can be reconfirmed by the
performance of eBay in the first quarter of 2001. In the first three months of 2001, the
company had net revenue of US$154.1 million, which is a 79% increase over the
same quarter of 2000 — a trend proclaimed by its president and chief executive as
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"Across all metrics, we had a great quarter" (Schwartz, 2001). This was obviously
based on the company's increase in gross merchandise sales by eBay, which jumped
to US$1.98 billion, representing a 72% increase from a year earlier in 2000
(Wingfield, 2001).
Although Motorola, Nokia and Ericsson have different performance results due to
reasons that have yet to be investigated, company analysts still use revenue growth,
profitability and liquidity to compare their performances (McClenahen, 2001; Feder,
2001; Malester, 2001). Nokia vows to continue its strategy of "aggressively gaining
market share without compromising profitability" with a profit for the first quarter
totalled 975 million euros, up 9.4% from the period in 2000, on sales of 8 billion
euros, up 22% (Kapner, 2001).
Although a set of universally accepted performance indicators for most of the dot
corn companies is yet to be established, net income growth, cash flow, operating
profit margin are among the top 10 performance indicators for Hong Kong equities
according to a study of 11 years of stock performance in Asia by ING (Holcombe,
2001). It is reasonable to assume that the three dimensions of sales growth, net
income growth, and return on investment (ROI) are still valid and should form the key
indicators of firms' business performance from a spectrum of financial and operational
measures. In some recent academic studies relating to firms' business performance,
similar approaches were adopted. Deshpande et al. (1993) use profitability, market
share and growth rate to measure business performance. Jones et al. (1996), however,
further simplify the indicators by using return on investment (ROI) and earnings per
share (EPS) as measures of firm performance. From the analysis of these studies an
obvious common indicator of business performance is the return on investment (ROI),
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and other performance measures such as sales growth, net income growth represent a
practical and feasible approach for defining the dimensions of business performance
for companies across different industries.
3.3.2 Objective Vs Perceptual Assessment, Primary Vs Secondary Data Sources
Having identified the business performance dimensions, the data source for the
business performance can either be primary (e.g. data collected from the target
organisation) or secondary (e.g. data collected from sources external to the
organisation). The mode of assessing the business performance can either be
objective (e.g. based on some established internal accounting systems, or systematic
tracking by external agencies) or perceptual (e.g. judgement made by executives).
Thus, the source of data and the mode of performance assessment jointly form a 2x2
matrix identifying four different approaches in measuring business performance.
Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1987) argue that no approach in this matrix is
intrinsically superior to the others in terms of consistently providing valid and reliable
performance measures.
Although it is commonly agreed that secondary data sources would permit
replication of the analysis, they might not be consistent with the researcher's
requirements and might not even be accurate (Cooper and Schindler, 1998). The
primary data sources contribute to the degree of authenticity of the data, but may
introduce method bias and may not permit replication. It is commonly believed that
objective assessments of business performance by some established criteria would
reduce the possibility of overrating or under-rating the performance, but sometimes it
may not be possible to conduct such objective assessment. There would always be
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difficulties in asking companies to reveal the necessary data for comparison with their
competitors or to what extent they fail to accomplish their corporate objectives or
goals. Therefore, it is not surprising to see that Harris (2001), in a study investigating
the link between market orientation and performance, highlights the lack of research
that uses objective measures of performance. Under such circumstances, the
perceptual assessment method of evaluating company business performance is a
viable method in obtaining data in the required format but it requires respondents to
make complex and difficult judgements. Some research in the past (Venkatraman and
Ramanujam, 1987) highlights the convergence of the two measurement methods for
business performance - perceptual data from company executives and secondary
objective data from external sources. Recently there is some query about this
assumption of convergence.
It is important to note from Harris' (2001) work that contrary to the common
assumption that subjective measures of performance are directly equitable to objective
performance measures, subjective and objective measures do not produce identical
results although they are quite similar. The implication of this would lead to a
suggestion that subjective measures of performance may be significantly associated
with objective measures of performance within certain parameters specific to certain
industry sectors. However, this does not mean that subjective measures are no longer
valid. Actually, in some recent studies of performance, subjective measures are still in
use (Glaister and Buckley, 1999; Rowe and Morrow, 1999). When this method is
applied, it is important to know the idiosyncratic nature of subjective measure because
it is related to the individual who is providing the assessment of a particular firm's
performance. The assessment may be retrospective if it reflects the rater's view of a
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firm's past performance or prospective if it reflects the rater's view of a firm's
potential. Rowe and Morrow (1999) contend that such subjective measures, when
used probably, would allow us to gain insights into a company's financial
performance. In addition to these research studies, Deshpande et al. (1993) use
perceptual evaluation to assess business performance that is measured by combining
four self-evaluations of profitability, size, market share, and growth rate in
comparison with those of the largest competitor for that particular business.
Therefore, the problem is not on whether subjective measures of performance should
be used, but is on how to use such measures and how to interpret the results.
In view of the validity of subjective assessment indicated by these studies, it is
reasonable to consider that primary perceptual data can be used as a surrogate for
secondary objective data. However, there are other reasons for utilising primary
perceptual data:
• This thesis is concerned with the study of the alignment of business strategy and
information systems strategy and its effects on business performance. In this
respect, it is necessary to concentrate on some appropriate industries so that
business strategy, information systems strategy and business performance can be
compared and contrasted with others within the same industry. By 13 th January
1999, there were 610 listed companies in Hong Kong dispersed in various
different industries (irasia.com , 1999). If the survey only concentrates on some
selected industries such as banking, financial services or shipping logistics and
their listed companies, the available secondary objective data would be limited
only to a few listed companies. A sample size like this would be very unlikely to
provide meaningful statistical analysis.
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• If the sampling is extended to other unlisted companies, a much bigger sample
size can be obtained. For a realistic response rate in a mail survey, a reasonable
sample size for meaningful statistical analysis can be obtained. However, this
would lead to the natural use of primary perceptual data instead of the secondary
objective data.
• In more practical terms, pilot testing is necessary before subjective measures of
performance can be used in lieu of objective measure for a particular industry
because of the limitation cautioned by Harris (2001). If the pilot study supports
the measurement convergence between the primary perceptual and the secondary
objective methods, it is reasonable to adopt the primary perceptual method
because it enables us to access a much larger sample of the research objects.
3.3.3 Operationalisation of Business Performance Dimensions
Bearing in mind that this research study is mainly concerned with the companies
operating in Hong Kong, it is reasonable to assume that many of these companies
would try to remain anonymous at the moment of revealing their business strategy
and financial performance. If this were the case, perceptual assessments and
evaluations by managers would be a viable way to obtain as much primary
information as possible from the survey sample. Very often companies might not be
willing to explicitly reveal their financial situations at all. But if they are publicly
listed companies in Hong Kong, secondary objective data can be obtained from
companies' annual reports. Recent research work described in the previous section has
indicated that primary perceptual assessment can be used in lieu of objective
secondary data in assessing the business performance of firms. The data from the
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primary perceptual assessments can be used as a surrogate for the real objective data
in assessing companies' business performance in situations where such data are
difficult or even impossible to obtain.
The discussion in Section 3.3.1 has explained the logic to concentrate on the
financial aspects of performance measurement in terms of its appropriate dimensions.
In this respect, the specified measurement of financial performance can be
operationalised by the following three dimensions:
1. Sales Growth Rate: Brown et al. (1995) identified that one of the main
reasons for investing in strategic information systems is to support and
facilitate growth. Sales Growth Rate is measured as the percentage change in
sales from one year to the next. In a study to test the relationship between free
cash flow, sales growth and firm performance, Brush et al. (2000) confirm that
cash flow increases sales growth, and sales growth increases performance.
2. Net Income Growth: This reflects the change in profitability and cash
flow and is particularly an important performance indicator for many
corporations (McDermott, 1999). The Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency in the United States uses net income, return on assets and return on
equity as key performance indicators for the commercial banking industry
(Anonymous, 2000). Academically, this dimension has been used based on the
argument put forward by Hofer (1983) and Woo and Willard (1983) that
changes in profitability truly reflect one major aspects of firm's business
performance. In this research, this dimension can be operationalised as
comprising two dimensions:
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• The percentage change in operating profit before financing and taxation from
one year to the next.
• Cash Flow Adequacy Ratio: The purpose of this ratio is to determine the
degree to which an enterprise generated sufficient cash from operations to
cover capital expenditures, net investment in inventories, and cash dividends
(Bernstein, 1993, p. 594). In order to remove cyclical and other erratic
influences, Bernstein used a 5-year total in the computation of the ratio.
However, since primary perceptual data are used in assessing company
business performance and secondary data are used to verify the convergence
of the perceptual assessment, a 3-year total would be more realistic in
matching people's memory span in recollecting performance data:
3-year sum of cash from operation
Cash Flow Adequacy Ratio =
3-year sum of capital expenditures
A ratio of 1 indicates that a company can cover its needs based on attained
growth without the need of external financing. A ratio of less than 1 indicates that
internally generated cash may be insufficient to maintain dividends and current
operating growth levels. The choice of a three year period is consistent with the
methodology used by Harris (2001) in his subjective measures which require
respondents to gauge their relative competitive performance according to return
on investment (ROT) and sales growth over the last three years.
3. Profitability:	 Profitability is the ability of the firm to generate earnings. In
profitability analysis, absolute figures are less meaningful than earnings measured
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Investment
as a percentage of a number of bases: the productive assets, the owners' and
creditors' capital employed, and sales. Given that improved profitability is a strong
management motive for investing in strategic information systems, it is natural to
consider that all the efforts in dealing the content and process aspects of IS and
business strategy would lead to higher profitability. There are various methods for
the analysis of profitability as indicated by Gibson (1995): return on investment
(ROT), return on equity (ROE), and return on assets (ROA) are all closely related
and widely accepted profitability measures used by internal management and
external analysts to evaluate performance. ROT is used in this study because it
measures a firm's ability to generate profits without regard to the way the
investment is financed. It measures the earnings on investment and indicates how
well the firm utilises its asset base. Bernstein (1993) identified that ROT could be
used as:
• An indicator of managerial effectiveness.
• A measure of an enterprise's ability to earn a satisfactory return on
investment.
• A method of projecting earnings.
The basic concept of ROT is relatively simple to understand. The basic formula
Incomefor computing ROT is as:
However, there is no one generally accepted measure of capital investment on
which the rate of return is computed and the term return on investment (ROT)
covers a multitude of concepts of investment base and income. For the sake of
simplicity, the investment base used in this research can be defined as the total
Chapter 3
	 129
assets. According to Bernstein (1993), return on total assets is perhaps the best
measure of the operating efficiency of an enterprise. It measures the return
obtained on all the assets entrusted to management. By removing from this
computation the effects of the method used in financing the assets, the method can
concentrate on the evaluation of operating performance. ROT has been widely
used in strategic research by researchers like Jones et al. (1996), with the value
measured by net income divided by average investment (book value).
In the computation of ROT, the definition of return (Income) is dependent on the
definition of the investment base. According to Bernstein (1993), if investment base is
defined as comprising total assets, then income before interest expense is used. The
exclusion of interest from income deductions is due to its being regarded as a payment
for the use of money to the suppliers of debt capital in the same way that dividends
are regarded as reward to suppliers of equity capital (Bernstein, 1993, p. 658).
In accordance with the accounting practice used in Hong Kong, the parameters
used in the ROT formula can be defined as:
Income	 = operating profit from ordinary activities before finance and
taxation.
Investment	 = Booked value of total assets employed
= (Beginning total assets + Ending total assets) + 2
Consequently, the operationalisation of the measurement of business performance
in this thesis is mainly based on the definitions just described. As for the assessment
of the business performance dimensions, only the primary-perceptual assessments
would be carried out in the form of massive mail survey. Following the arguments
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presented in this literature review, business performance can be operationalised by the
three significant dimensions: Sales Growth, Net Income Growth and Profitability in
terms of ROT. Understandably this only characterises the financial and market
measures and would not be totally satisfactory in discriminating the excellent overall
performers because a company's performance is a complex phenomenon requiring
more than a single criterion to characterise it (Zhu, 2000). However, the development
of a multi-factor performance measure is not the objective of this research.
3.3.4 Constraints of Environmental Factors
The significant effects of environments and context on business performance have
been confirmed by researchers in strategic management (Ketchen et al., 1996; Slevin
and Covin, 1997; Badri et al., 2000). However, in order to limit the scope of this
research study, the effects of the environmental variables and political concerns are
excluded from the research model while concentrating on the structural relationship
between business strategy, IS strategy and business performance. The Asian financial
crisis occurred in 1997/98 has tremendous impacts on all sorts of business in the
region. In order to limit the effects of the environmental factors on business
performance, some sort of relative performance measures should be used to assess the
business performance of firms. Relative performance is operationalised as firm
performance relative to the industry where the firm is normally referred. The principal
industry classification is based on the definitions used in Business Directory of Hong
Kong (1998). Analytically the relative performance defined by a particular indicator is
calculated as the difference between the value of the indicator for the firm and the
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industry. For example, the relative ROT of a firm is calculated as the difference
between the firm's ROT and the average ROT of the industry where the firm belongs.
Another pertinent issue in performance measurement is to decide whether
longitudinal data of a performance indicator should be used instead of just focusing
on the performance a particular fiscal year. In this respect, an averaged performance
indicator derived from the relevant data of the last three years would eliminate the
short-term fluctuation due to environmental turbulence. By the time when the pilot
study and the massive mail survey were conducted in 1998 and early 1999, the
performance data for the year 1998 have not yet been available, so the average
performance of the companies were assessed based on the three-year averages of
1995, 1996 and 1997. Detailed research design and the related issues of data sources,
research population, sampling design will be discussed in greater detail in subsequent
chapters.
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3.4 The Generic Research Questions
3.4.1 Towards an Integrated Model
The vast amount of literature reviewed in this and the last chapters show that the
dichotomous nature of the content and process dimensions for both the IS strategy and
business strategy should not segregate these two strategy components. Although there
are successful examples that strategies towards information management in some
organisations might be emergent rather than deliberate (Fuller-Love and Cooper,
2000), there are also other examples described in this chapter, advocating for a more
integrated content-process approach for strategy (Loebbecke and Jelassi, 1999). These
differences only make Mintzberg and Lampel's (1999) assertion that strategy
formation is an elephant and people are blind more appealing. The link between
strategic alignment and performance also increases the sophistication of strategy
formation process and the significance of the outcomes of such process - the strategy
content. The review also indicates that there are various forms of strategic alignment
and methods to measure such strategic fit and its impact on organisational
performance (Das et al., 1991; Henderson and Venkatraman, 1999; Chan et al, 1997,
Zajac et al., 2000). However, the review also shows that the studies on the strategic
alignment models and the performance measures are far from complete. The review
highlights the advocacy for alignment between IS strategy process and strategic intent
(Starre and De Jong, 1998), and an illustrative case by Loebbecke and Jelassi (1999)
for a similar integration for business strategy's content and process dimensions.
Following the need for the integration of the content and process dimensions for
IS strategy and similarly for business strategy, it is also recognised now for the need
of strategic fit between them. However, the literature review shows that there is not
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yet a model combining the four dimensions of both the IS and business strategy. The
arguments presented in this chapter support the necessity to develop an integrated
model signifying the structural relationship between the content and process
dimensions of both the IS strategy and business strategy. This model would help to
develop a fuller understanding of the effects of strategic alignment between these two
broad domains of IS and business strategy on busyness performance.
Based on the logic of the arguments developed in Chapter 2, the essential
elements of this integrated model have been found to contain the following
operationalised constructs:
1. The content dimension of IS strategy:
• Distinctive Competence (DC).
• Organisational Information Quotient (01Q).
• IS Infrastructure and Governance (ISIG).
2. The process dimension of IS strategy
• Organisational Aspects of IS Strategy Process (OAISP).
• Individual Aspects of IS Strategy Process (IAISP).
• Technological Aspects of IS Strategy Process (TAISP).
3. The content dimensions of business strategy
• Strategic Goals (SG).
• Scope of the Strategy Content (SSC).
• Competitive Strategic Orientation (CSO).
4. The process dimensions of business strategy
• Organisational Aspects of Business Strategy Process (OABSP)
• Individual Aspects of Business Strategy Process (IABSP)
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• Technological Aspects of Business Strategy Process (TABSP)
5. Strategic alignment between the content and process dimensions of the IS strategy
and business strategy.
6. The Dimensions of business performance:
• Sales Growth (Sales_gw).
• Net Income Growth (Income_gw).
• Profitability (Profit).
3.4.2 The Research Questions
Having identified the reasons, the research questions can then be formulated as:
• What would be the integrated model which highlights the structural relationship
between IS strategy, business strategy and business performance, so that IS and
business managers can have a framework for conceptualising IS and business
strategies to achieve better competitive advantage?
• How can we know that the IS strategy is congruent with the business strategy in
terms of the strategy content and strategy process? Can we measure it?
• What would be the impact of such strategic alignment on business
performance?
Based on these research questions, the development of the integrated model and
the formulation of research hypotheses shall be discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 4
THE RESEARCH MODEL AND HYPOTHESES
4.1 The Research Model
The next logical step following the results of the extensive literature review on IS
strategy and strategic management is to set the context for the establishment of the
integrated model pertinent to the requirement of the research question. In order to
provide answers to the research question for the targeted banking, financial services,
and shipping and logistics industries, the proposed research model should be specified
to possess certain characteristics. Firstly, the model should reflect the dichotomous
nature of the IS strategy and business strategy and formation of strategic alignment
between these two domains. Secondly, the model should also explicitly reflect the
link between the strategic alignment and organisational performance. The use of a
model to investigate the strategy-performance link does not necessarily indicate that
the strategy planning process should be static and exclude the merit of flexibility and
rapid strategy repositioning. Notwithstanding today's rapidly changing environment,
the need for flexibility has been well understood and it is believed that successful
organisations of the future would be those, which develop the capability to examine
their own pattern of strategy, structure, and processes; to recognise its cost and
benefits; and to make adjustments in the pattern when change is desired or required.
As it has been discussed in the literature review, a strategy's content specifies its
basic components and orientations; and denotes the 'what' aspects of a firm's possible
choices and actions. Although it is understood that the content aspects of IS strategy is
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very important, this domain alone may not be sufficient to delineate the impacts on
business performance. In order to have a fuller understanding on such relationship, the
strategic information systems strategy processes should also be considered.
Juxtaposing the content dimensions, the dimensions of the process variables describe
the characteristics of the approaches a firm follows in developing and implementing
its strategic IS plan. The model should also reflect the integrative content-process
approach whose necessity has been manifested by the literature review in exploring
the structural relationship between IS strategy, business strategy and organisational
performance. It is conceptualised that a strategic alignment or strategic fit between
these constructs would have a positive impact on the business performance of
organisations. Bearing in mind the theoretical arguments raised in the previous
chapter, the conceptual model is defined as the "Integrated Strategic Alignment
Model" (ISAM).
The validation of this model should be set in the context of the Hong Kong
banking, financial services and shipping and logistics industries using perceptual
assessment and primary data sources as explained in the preceding chapter.
4.2 The First Order Construct of the Model
The first order conceptual model of the Integrated Strategic Alignment Model is
outlined in Figure 4.1. The direct impacts of business strategy and IS strategy on
performance are represented by solid arrows in Figure 4.1 As a broad first-order
conceptualisation, the synergistic effects of the strategic alignment between the two
broad domains of IS strategy and business strategy should also be linked to the
performance.
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Figure 4.1	 First-order Construct of the Integrated Strategic Alignment Model
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In order to make explicit research propositions pertinent to this research model, it
is necessary to expand the first-order model to include the various dimensions in
relation to their respective constructs. In this respect, the higher-order conceptual
model can be illustrated using three different configurations: direct effects, two-
dimensional strategic fits, and multivariate strategic fits. The expanded higher-order
conceptual models are discussed in the following section and illustrated in Figure
4.2(a), 4.2(b) and 4.2(c).
4.3 The Higher-Order Construct of the ISAM Model
4.3.1 Different Configurations of the ISAM Model
The higher-order conceptual model shows the higher order constructs of the
ISAM model. Essentially it specifies the following features in relation to this research
study:
1. The dichotomous nature of the IS strategy and business strategy with respect
to the content and process domains.
2. The specific operationalised dimensions of the notion of IS strategy, business
strategy and business performance.
3. The direct effects of the content and process domains of the notion of IS
strategy and business strategy on business performance (Figure 4.2(a)).
4. The existence of the four two-dimensional strategic fits between the content
and process domains of IS and business strategies and the direct effects of
such two-dimensional fits on business performance (Figure 4.2(b)).
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5. The existence of the multivariate strategic alignment between the domains of
the IS strategy and business strategy and the direct effects of the multivariate
strategic alignment on business performance (Figure 4.2(c)). The multivariate
strategic alignment illustrated in this diagram can be perceived to be the
strategic fit among any three of the content and process domains or the
strategic fit that simultaneously links the four domains altogether.
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Figure 4.2(a)	 Direct Effects of the Content and Process Dimensions of the
Integrated Strategic Alignment Model (ISAM)
Legend:
IS Strategy content Dimensions: 	 IS Strategy Process Dimensions:
DC: Distinctive Competence. OAISP: Organisational Aspects of IS
01Q: Organisational Information Quotient. Strategy Process
1SIG: IS Infrastructure and Governance. IAISP: Individual Aspects of IS
Strategy Process
TAISP: Technological Aspects of IS
Strategy Process
Business Strategy Content Dimensions: Business Strategy Process
Dimensions:
SG: Strategic Goals OABSP: Organisational Aspects of
SSC: Scope of Strategy Content Business Strategy ProcessCSO: Competitive Strategic Orientations IABSP: Individual Aspects of Business
Strategy Process
TABSP: Technological Aspects of
Business Process
Business Performance:
Sales_gw:	 Sales Growth
Income_gw: Net Income Growth
Profit:	 Return on Investment
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Figure 4.2(b) Two-Dimensional Strategic Fit Configurations of the Integrated
Strategic Alignment Model (ISAM)
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Figure 4.2(c)	 Multivariate Strategic Fit Configurations of the Integrated
Strategic Alignment Model (ISAM)
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4.3.2 Originality of the ISAM Model
The conceptual models shown in Figures 4.2(a), 4.2(b) and 4.2(c) further expand
the first-order model. The rationale for the development of the content and process
dimensions of both IS and business strategies manifested by the ISAM model have
been fully discussed and operationalised in the literature review in Sections 2.2.16.1,
2.2.16.2, 2.3.5.1 and 2.3.5.2. These dimensions should represent a comprehensive but
parsimonious set of elements that capture the essential features of strategy content and
process for both IS and business strategies. Although most of the dimensions are
newly developed, some of them are directly borrowed from the previous works
because of their significance and relevance to this research. The term Competitive
Strategic Orientation (CSO) in the business strategy content dimension represents a
parsimonious set of the strategic orientations from Chan et al. (1997), which also
originates from Venkatraman (1989(b). The term Organisational Information
Quotient (OIQ) is also borrowed from Service and Maddux (1999).
However, when the ISAM model is evaluated by its configuration, it represents a
new model integrating the content and process dimensions of the IS and business
strategy and signified the alignment-performance link. With the aid of a valid
instrument, the ISAM model can be used to investigate the formation of strategic
alignment between IS strategy and business strategy. Thus the model can help to
explore the effects of such strategic alignment on business performance. The
following section gives a more detailed discussion on the various components of the
proposed conceptual model.
Chapter 4	 145
4.4 The Direct Effects of the Content and Process Domains of
Business Strategy and IS Strategy
The individual domains of the IS strategy and business strategy are expected to
have direct effects on business performance. For decades, cases have shown that a
well-conceived strategy would enable a firm to secure a better position to confront the
competitive forces and other elements in the business environment as a whole (Hofer
and Schendel, 1978; Cahlik et al., 1999; McDougall, 2001). According to Porter
(1980) for a firm to be successful in its industry, its strategy must deal with the
competitive forces within the industry. Namely, these forces are identified as the
actual and potential competitors in the industry, the bargaining powers of the
customers and suppliers and the product or service substitutes. Logically, if a firm's
strategy enables it to predict, respond and counteract these competitive forces, it is
likely for the firm to achieve better business performance. Hence, it is theoretically
sound to argue that the content of a firm's strategy is the key determinant of its
business performance.
This argument does not limit itself only to the content of business strategy. It has
been stated in the literature review that the strategy process research is concerned with
how effective strategies are shaped within the firm and then validated and
implemented efficiently. Strategic decision processes often utilise integrative
framework, which takes into consideration the environmental, organisational, and
decision-specific factors as antecedents of decision process characteristics
(Rajagopalan et al., 1993; Salmela et al., 2000). These characteristics are evaluated to
have a direct effect on the decision process outcomes that in turn affect the economic
outcomes (Hahn and Powers, 1999).
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The impacts of the juxtaposing IS strategy process on business performance have
not attracted the same degree of attention as the business strategy process as
illustrated in the literature review. It has long been argued that the process variables
determine the quality of strategic IS plan and that if the process is poorly structured
with low degree of formality, or narrow in scope, it deprives IS managers of active
participation and involvement in mapping the strategic focus of their function (Das et
al., 1991). This model intends to signify the equal importance of this link and this is in
accordance with the case examples shown in the literature review.
4.5 Strategic Fit and the Impacts of Fit on Business Performance
It has been fully discussed that strategic fit has significant impact on performance.
In the proposed research model, strategic fit is used to define the match between the
content and process domains of the IS strategy and business strategy. Judging from
the normative perspective of strategic fit that develops an explicit link between the
strategic fit and performance, there are four theoretically feasible combinations:
1. Strategic fit (F 1 ) among the content and process dimensions of IS strategy: This
concept is based on the argument that when this internal consistency exists, the
dimensions support one another, thereby providing multiple basis for creating a
competitive advantage that leads to superior company financial performance. In
more common terms, it can be said that a modern, technologically sophisticated
IS cannot succeed without the support of the appropriate administrative
infrastructure. Without these linkages, even the most valuable and time-
consuming investment in IS would be wasted.
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2. Strategic fit (F2) among the content and process dimensions of business strategy:
The direct effects of the strategic fit (F2) on performance simply imply that firms
which pursue inconsistent patterns of strategic behaviours, regardless of their
level of planning process sophistication, are found to be lower performers. It also
implies that those firms with high-to-moderate process sophistication and logical,
consistent strategic orientations should be overall performers. The
process/content interactions impact performance by facilitating (or failing to
facilitate) both internal co-ordination and fit with the demands of the business
initiatives.
3. Strategic fit (F3) among the content dimensions of IS strategy and business
strategy: Strategic fit (F3) indicates the strategic alignment between business
strategic orientation and information systems (IS) strategic orientation. The
performance impacts of (F 3) imply that, at the higher-order level, strategic
alignment between these two domains should be a better predictor of perceived
performance than the realised strategy. That is to say, a strategic fit between
business strategy and IS strategy has more predictive validity than does either of
these individual strategies.
4. Strategic fit (F4) among the process dimensions of IS strategy and business
strategy: The link between the process domains of the business strategy and IS
strategy reflects the need to ensure internal coherence between the business
strategy formation process on one hand and the delivery capability within the IS
functions on the other hand. Such an internal coherence might be a pretext for
organisational transformation through information technology aiming at attaining
greater competitive advantage and consequently better business performance.
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The recent work of Teo and King (1999) substantiate the importance of this form
of strategic fit and its contribution to overall organisational performance.
Although it is diagrammatically possible to indicate a strategic fit between the
cross-domain dimensions such as the strategic fit between the process dimensions
of IS strategy and the content dimensions of the business strategy, it is
theoretically unsound to perceive this sort of fit without the due consideration of
the influence of the process dimensions of business strategy. This sort of more
complicated multivariate strategic alignment across three or more domains will be
discussed in the next section.
4.6 Multivariate Strategic Alignment (Fx, i) and Its Impact on
Business Performance
The two-dimensional models described in the previous section have
limitations in explaining the notion of strategic fit between IS and business
strategies. In order to develop a fuller understanding of the strategy-performance
relationship, a multivariate cross-domain strategic alignment model consisting of
more than two domains might be more useful.
An analysis of the conceptual model shown in Figure 4.2 indicates that there
are two main types of multivariate strategic alignment:
• Cross-domain alignment:
	 Multi-domain relationship involving three
domains linked concurrently. Four distinct types of cross-domain strategic
alignment can be identified.
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• Overall strategic alignment: It involves simultaneous or concurrent attention
to all four domains.
At first it seems that the cross-domain alignment focusing on any three
domains of the ISAM model is not really necessary since strategic alignment
involving all four domains is going to cover all the necessary domains. The reason
for investigating this type of cross-domain alignment is that methodologically,
instead of a quantum jump from the two-domain fit to the strategic alignment
involving all four domains, the cross-domain alignment involving any three
domains provides an interim measure for a fuller understanding of the alignment
effects of the four domains of the ISAM model.
In the following sections, more detailed discussions on these types of strategic
alignments, their definitions and conceptualisations will be given.
4.6.1 Strategic Alignment among the Content and Process Domains of IS
Strategy and the Content Domain of Business Strategy (Fx1):
Figure 4.3	 Strategic Alignment Type Fxi
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The cross-domain strategic alignment Fx i should be interpreted in such a
perspective that the implementation of a chosen business strategy should be
well supported by the appropriate IS strategy contents that are formed through
the appropriate IS strategy process. The rationale of the strategic alignment
model is that the content and process dimensions of IS strategy should be
aligned with the firm's declared business strategy. That is to say, the declared
business strategy can be executed by leveraging the emerging IS technological
capabilities.
4.6.2 Strategic Alignment among the Content and Process Domains of IS
Strategy and the Process Domain of Business Strategy (Fx2):
Figure 4.4	 Strategic Alignment Type Fx2
Conceptually, Fx2 signifies that the business strategy process should actively
engage the assessment of the IS capabilities of an organisation. Since the role
of the content of business strategy is minimised in this type of strategic
alignment, this model is considered insufficient to account for the impacts on
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business performance. It is formulated to account for the necessary condition
for effective use of IT resources is to match business initiatives even during
their incubation period.
4.6.3 Strategic Alignment among the Content and Process Domains of Business
Strategy and the Content Domain of IS Strategy (Fx3):
Figure 4.5	 Strategic Alignment Type FX3
Strategic alignment Fx3 illustrates the potential of the content dimensions of
the IS strategy in influencing the business strategy. Conceptually, within the
perspective of the Fx 3 , modification of business strategy is feasible with the
emerging IS capabilities. That is to say, given the renewed dimensions of IS
strategy, the distinct competence of the firm's business can be further clarified,
the scope of business strategy can be redefined, new products or services can
be identified, and the external linkage with other business partners can be re-
structured. The alignment Fx3 indicates an effective strategic option for
business strategy and the corresponding support of IS capabilities.
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4.6.4 Strategic Alignment among the Content and Process Domains of Business
Strategy and the Process Domain of IS Strategy (Fx4):
Figure 4.6	 Strategic Alignment Type FX4
Fx4 represents the classical view that the best IS planning can be determined
through the appropriate planning processes of the business strategy with the
guidance of the strategic intent of business. There have been quite a number of
classical examples showing the techniques to deal with this sort of strategic
alignment between business strategy and IS planning. Examples include
IBM's Business Systems Planning (BSP), which is a method developed to
create top-level commitment and aimed at improving the performance of the
IS department and the creation of an integrated corporate database, which is
intended to serve the organisation as a whole. Critical Success Factors (CSF)
by Rockart (1979) is also another classical example. After two decades, the
method of CSF still finds its place in modern IS planning with special
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emphasis on alignment with business plans (Teo and Ang, 1999; Poon and
Wagner, 2001).
The BSP and the CSF approaches recognise the importance of aligning IS
strategy to the imperative business strategy and they are just techniques to
achieve this objective. The strategic alignment Fx4 goes a step further to
explore the effects of such alignment on business performance.
4.6.5 Overall Strategic Alignment
Figure 4.7	 Strategic Alignment Type Fxc
The strategic alignment model illustrated in figure 4.7 involves the concurrent
attention to all four domains, which tackles the issues of completeness for an
overall assessment of the impact of strategic alignment. Completeness is
considered to be the central concept of strategic alignment because it embraces
both the essential dimensions in IS and business strategy. The literature review
has provided sufficient manifest for its importance. It can be seen from the
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previous section that each one of the cross-domain alignment models will
leave one strategy domain unrecognised. Bearing in mind the importance of
the interaction of these strategy domains, the strategic alignment model will
overcome the possibility of bias via unrecognised or hidden frames of
reference made during the strategy formation process
4.7 Limitations of the Conceptual Model
The proposed ISAM conceptual model has its limitations although it attempts to
integrate the content and process dimensions of IS strategy and business strategy and
investigates the strategic alignment between them. In addition to the effects of such
strategic alignment between IS strategy and business strategy, the effects of the
politics, power, context and environment in which these process and content exist
have not been included for consideration. The work of Pettigrew and Whipp (1993),
Ketchen et al. (1996), and Slevin and Covin (1997) indicate that process, content and
context are also important constructs in explaining organisational performance. Jones
et al. (1996) argue that the environmental turbulence should have significant impact
on firm performance. Due to the diverse and uncontrollable nature and scope of the
term 'organisational context' and environmental factors, the effects of the
environmental parameters have not been identified as independent variables in the
ISAM model, which mainly focuses on the strategic alignment of the content and the
process dimensions of IS and business strategy. However, the cross sectional survey
takes samples from some of the major industries in Hong Kong, and their business
performance are assessed relative to the norm of the respective industries in order to
offset some of the effects of environmental turbulence.
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The empirical work performed according to the ISAM model is mainly based on
the cross-sectional data from the firms surveyed instead of longitudinal explorations
of the existence and impacts of strategic alignment. Due to the nature of this research
and the limitation of the time frame, a cross sectional study is a more practical and
feasible approach.
The proposed ISAM model focuses on the implications of strategic alignment on
business performance. It is not the intention of the ISAM model to explore into other
latent effects of the strategic alignment such as the 'impacts of IS effectiveness on
organisations'. The ISAM model is sharply focused but significant due to the fact that
it investigates the complex nature of strategic alignment between different domains,
and thus contributes to the empirical research taking an integrative approach in the
field.
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4.8 The Research Propositions and Hypotheses
The content and process domains of IS strategy and business strategy of the ISAM
model are higher order, multidimensional constructs. In order to prove the validity of
the ISAM model, the following propositions and hypotheses needed to be tested.
4.8.1 Propositions relating to the Constructs of the ISAM Model
The ISAM model consists of various dimensions, which have been analysed, and
operationalised in the literature review. The validity of these dimensions needs to be
tested before the impacts of the various forms of strategic fits are investigated.
Accordingly, the following propositions are formulated:
1. Proposition 1 (P1):
Distinctive Competence (DC), Organisational Information Quotient (OIQ), IS
Infrastructure and Governance (ISIG) are valid dimensions in the notion of the IS
strategy content domain (IS_Cont).
2. Proposition 2 (P2):
Organisational Aspects of IS Strategy Process (OAISP), Individual Aspects of IS
Strategy Process (IAISP), and Technological Aspects of IS Strategy Process
(TAISP) are valid dimensions in the notion of the IS strategy process domain
(IS_Proc).
3. Proposition 3 (P3):
Strategic Goals (SG), Scope of Strategy Content (SSC), and Competitive Strategic
Orientation (CSO) are valid dimensions in the notion of the business strategy
content domain (BS_Cont).
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4. Proposition 4 (P4):
Organisational Aspects of Business Strategy Process (OABSP), Individual Aspects
of Business Strategy Process (IABSP), and Technological Aspects of Business
Strategy Process (TABSP) are valid dimensions in the notion of the business
strategy process domain (BS_Proc).
4.8.2 Hypotheses relating to the Impacts of Strategic Alignment on Business
Performance
1. Hypothesis 1 (111)
Null Hypothesis (H10):
The strategic alignment types F 1 , F2, F3, and F4 between the content and process
domains of the business strategy and IS strategy have significantly the same
impact on business performance as the direct effects of the individual content and
process domains acting alone.
Alternate Hypothesis (H1_1):
The strategic alignment types F 1 , F2, F3, and F4 between the content and process
domains of the business strategy and IS strategy have significantly a greater
impact on business performance than the direct effects of the individual content
and process domains acting alone.
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2. Hypothesis 2 (H2)
Null Hypothesis (H2_0):
The cross domain strategic alignment types Fxl, Fx2, FX3, and Fx4 between the
business strategy and IS strategy have significantly the same impact on business
performance as the two-dimensional strategic alignment types F 1 , F2, F3, and F4.
Alternate Hypothesis (H2_1):
The cross domain strategic alignment types Fx 1, FX2, FX3, and Fx4 between the
business strategy and IS strategy have significantly a greater impact on business
performance than the two-dimensional strategic alignment types F 1 , F2, F3, and F4.
3. Hypothesis 3 (H3)
Null Hypothesis (H3_0):
The overall strategic alignment Fxc between the business strategy and IS strategy
has significantly the same impact on business performance as the cross-domain
strategic alignment types Fxi, FX2, Fx3, and FX4-
Alternate Hypothesis (H3_1):
The overall strategic alignment Fxc between the business strategy and IS strategy
has significantly a greater impact on business performance than the cross-domain
strategic alignment types Fxl, Fx2, Fx3 , and FX4.
These research hypotheses explicitly signify the relationships between the
research constructs outlined in the ISAM model of this thesis. The subsequent
Chapters 5 and 6 will describe the context and the research design to test these
relationships.
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CHAPTER 5
RESEARCH DESIGN
5.1	 Overview
This chapter focuses on the discussion of the following issues:
• The paradigm for the instrument development,
• The development of the ISAM instrument,
• The validity and reliability of the ISAM instrument,
• The procedures for the pilot study before the large-scale survey is executed in the
targeted industry sectors of Hong Kong.
5.2	 A Paradigm for Instrument Development
Churchill (1979) suggested a rigorous procedure for developing measures in
assessing people's perception and degree of satisfaction. Churchill's concept is
illustrated in Figure 5.1, which shows a sequence of steps that can be adopted for
instrument development. Basically these steps are concerned with the process of
defining the domain of research constructs, item generation, scale development and
evaluation. Recently a review on the instrument development process has been
conducted by Hinkin (1995) in order to find the "best practices" in scale development.
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*Collect data
lir
Purify measure
*
Develop norm
Specify domain
of construct
*
Generate sample
of items
*
Collect data
*
Assess reliability
Assess validity
Figure 5.1 Procedures for Developing Better Measures (Churchill, 1979, p.66)
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Hinkin (1995) reviewed scale development procedures for 277 measures used in
75 articles published in leading academic journals from 1989 to 1994 and suggested
that the development of measures fell into three basic stages:
• Stage 1 concerns with item development, or the generation of individual items.
• Stage 2 concerns with scale development, or the manner in which items are
combined to form scales.
• Stage 3 concerns with scale evaluation, or the psychometric examination of the
new measure.
The development of the ISAM instrument basically follows these approaches and
the details of the development process are described in the subsequent sections.
5.3	 The Development of the ISAM Instrument
Based on the arguments discussed in the literature review, the formulation of
research questions and research model, a preliminary Integrated Strategic Alignment
Model (ISAM) instrument has been developed and a sample is shown in Appendix 1.
It can be seen that this ISAM instrument consists of two portions: Questionnaire I and
Questionnaire II.
Questionnaire I 	 A study of the assessment of the content and process of
formulation of business strategy:
Part A	 Survey on the Content of Business Strategy
Part A of the questionnaire consists of 20 questions designed to assess the
subjects' personal perception about the content of their business strategies. The
questions in this part are so designed to encompass the latent variables of the content
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aspects of business strategy planning are formulated with a 7-point scale for the
measurement of the subjects' perception on the process of business strategy
formulation. The content validity issues of the ISAM instrument will be discussed in
fuller details in Sections 5.4 and 5.5 of this chapter. The reliabilities, convergent
validities and discriminant validities of the constructs extracted by the instrument will
be discussed in the data analysis sections of Chapter 7.
Part C:	 Performance Evaluation
This part consists of 7 questions assessing the subjects' perception of their
companies' performance averaged over the past three years relative to the norm of the
industry in which their companies operate. Based on the arguments discussed in
Section 3.3.2, the seven questions formulated have taken into consideration the
practices of the previous studies (Chan et al., 1997; and Deshpande, 1993) in using
perceptual assessments of business performance in lieu of secondary objective data.
However, in addition to those questions on perceptual assessments, subjects are asked
to identify the name of their companies and indicate whether the company is a public
listed company or a privately owned company. The purpose is to broaden the sample
base for the research to include non-listed companies. It is understood that objective
secondary data can only be obtained from public listed companies in Hong Kong so
that objective assessments on business performance can be performed and the results
can be used to verify the validity of the perceptual assessments.
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Questionnaire II	 A study of the assessment of the content and process of
formulation of IS strategy:
Similar to the development of Questionnaire I, Part A of the preliminary
Questionnaire II consists of 17 questions, focusing on the three operationalised latent
variables of the content dimensions of IS strategy, while 17 questions in Part B deal
with the three latent variables of the process dimensions.
5.4	 The Content Validity of the ISAM Instrument
5.4.1	 The Content Validity Check Process
Cooper and Schindler (1998) define the content validity of a measuring
instrument as the extent to which it provides adequate coverage of the topic under
study. They argue that if the instrument contains a representative sample of the
universe of subject matter of interest, then the content validity is good.
Friedenberg (1995) asserts that content validity should be determined by an in-
depth analysis and examination of the measuring instrument by someone who is
knowledgeable about the content domain.
As far as the ISAM instrument is concerned, the scales used in the instrument
should adequately represent the observed variables of user satisfaction and strategic
use of information systems that are linked to the underlying factors defined by the
research propositions and hypotheses of this thesis.
There are two ways to ensure the content validity of an instrument (Cooper and
Schindler, 1998):
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1. Self-determination by the research designer through careful definition of the topic
of concern. Determination of content validity is judgmental and can be approached
through a careful definition of the topic of concern, the item to be scaled, and the
scale to be used.
2. Assessment of the test items by an independent panel of judges.
As a first step in the establishment of the ISAM instrument's content validity,
method 1 has been used. When the preliminary ISAM instrument has been designed
and formatted in a form illustrated in Appendix 1, its content validity is then subjected
to the judgement by a panel consisting of three senior academic staff members from
the Hong Kong Polytechnic University: the panel consists of one Head of the
Department, one Associate Head of Department, and one business professional with
PhD degree. Each of the panel members are requested to relate the instrument scales
of the two survey questionnaires to each of the following factors:
Questionnaire I, Part A: 	 Content of Business Strategy:
• Strategic Goals
• Scope of the Strategy Content
• Competitive Strategic Orientation
Questionnaire I, Part B:
	 Process of Business Strategy:
• Organisational Aspects of Business Strategy Process
• Individual Aspects of Business Strategy Process
• Technological Aspects of Business Strategy Process
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Questionnaire II, Part A:	 Content of Information Systems Strategy:
• Distinctive Competence
• Organisational Information Quotient
• Information systems Infrastructure and Governance
Questionnaire II, Part B:	 Information Systems Strategy Process:
• Organisational Aspects of Information Systems Strategy Process
• Individual Aspects of Information Systems Strategy Process
• Technological Aspects of Information Systems Strategy Process
A comparison of the placement by these three judges is illustrated in Tables 5.1,
5.2, 5.3, and 5.4:
Questionnaire I
(Part A): Content
of Business
Strategy
Designed
Groupings
Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3
Strategic Goal 1, 2, 3, 4 1, 2, 3, 4, 9,
10, 11,16
1,4 1, 2, 3, 4
Scope of the 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, (5)*, 6, 8, (9)*, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10,
Strategy Content 10 10,15 10, 19* 15
Competitive 11,12, 13, 14, 2, 3, 7, 8, 10, 2, 3, 5*, 7,	 9* 8, 11, 12, 13,
Strategic 15, 16, 17, 18, 11,12, 13, 14, 11, 12, 13, 14, 14, 16, 17, 18,
Orientation 19,20 15, 16, 17, 18,
19, 20
15, 16, 17, 18,
(19)*, 20
19,20
* Indicates niultiple dimension questions. A bracket denotes secondary dimension, while
principal dimension is shown with no bracket.
Table 5.1	 Content Validity Check: Questionnaire I_A
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Questionnaire I
(Part B): Process
of Business
Strategy Planning
Designed
Groupings
Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3
Organisational 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 1, (2)*, (3)*, 5, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
Aspects of 7, 8, 9, 10, 14 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 7, 14 7, 8, 9, 10, 14
Business Strategy 12, 14
Process
Individual Aspects
of Business
11, 12, 13 2, 3, 11, 12, 13 2*, 3*,
11, 12,
8, 10,
13
11, 12, 13
Strategy Process
Technological
Aspects of
15, 16, 17 2, 3,
17
9, 15, 16, 4, 6, 9,
17
15, 16, 15, 16, 17
Business Strategy
Process
* Indicates multiple dimension questions. A bracket denotes secondary dimension, while
principal dimension is shown with no bracket.
Table 5.2	 Content Validity Check: Questionnaire LB
Questionnaire II
(Part A): Content
of IS Strategy
Designed
Groupings Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3
Distinctive 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,
Competence 7,8 7, 8, 9, 10, 12,
13, 15, 16, 17
7, 8, 12, 15 11, 12, 13, 14
Organisational
Information
9, 10, 11, 12,
13, 14
9, 10, 11, 12,
13, 14, 15
9, 11 2, 3, 9, 10
Quotient
IS Infrastructure
and Governance
15, 16,17 11, 12, 15, 16,
17
10, 13, 14, 16,
17
15, 16, 17
* Indicates multiple dimension questions. A bracket denotes secondary dimension, while
principal dimension is shown with no bracket.
Table 5.3	 Content Validity Check: Questionnaire ILA
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Questionnaire ll
(Part B):
Process of IS
Strategy
Planning
Designed
Groupings Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3
Organisational 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 1, 5, 7, 9 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
Aspects of IS
Strategy Process
7, 8, 9, 10 7, 8, 9,
12, 14,
10, 11,
16, 17
(2)*, (3)*, (14)* 7, 8, 9, 10
Individual Aspects
of IS Strategy
11, 12, 13 1, 2, 3,
11, 12,
5, 10,
13
2*, 3*, 4, 6,
11, 12, 13,
10, 11, 12, 13
Process
Technological
Aspects of IS
14, 15, 16, 17 7, 8, 9,
15, 16,
11, 14,
17
8, 14*, 15,
17
16, 14, 15, 16, 17
Strategy Process
* Indicates multiple dimension questions. A bracket denotes secondary dimension, while
principal dimension is shown with no bracket.
Table 5.4	 Content Validity Check: Questionnaire II_B
From Tables 5.1 and 5.2, it can be seen that the placement of the questionnaire
items by the independent judges demonstrate the following characteristics:
1. All the judges basically agree on the groupings of the essential items for the six
dimensions of the content of business strategy and the process of business strategy
planning.
2. The placement of the items in Questionnaire I, Part A is significantly consistent
among Judge 3 and the designed groupings while Judge 2 and Judge 3
demonstrate different groupings for some of the items on all three dimensions.
3. Some items are not uni-dimensional and can be grouped into multiple different
dimensions. Judge 2 indicates this by an asterisk *.
4. Some items are actually duplicated in their meanings (e.g. Item 7 and Item 15).
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5. Judge 2 also indicates some items are of secondary relevance to a particular
dimension (indicated by a bracket).
In order to minimise the ambiguity in interpreting the meaning of the scales in the
survey instruments, Questionnaire I is modified accordingly to incorporate the views
of the independent judges. The modified Questionnaire is shown in Appendix 4.
However, for the survey instrument Questionnaire II Part A, which is designed to
assess the content domains of IS strategy, the independent judges' evaluations are
quite diverse as illustrated in Table 5.3. It is only on the dimension of Organisational
Information Quotient that Judge 3's evaluation totally matches that of the designed
grouping. For other dimensions, there are significant variations in the responses from
the judges. One possible reason for such diversification is the obscurity in the
meanings of some of the survey questions like 12, 13, 14, and 15. Accordingly, these
questions are modified to clarify their meanings.
For Part B of Questionnaire II, The responses from the judges are quite consistent
except those from Judge 2. Despite these, the basic elements indicated by the designed
groupings can be found in the responses from the three judges. Items 2, 3, 11, 12 are
modified to avoid ambiguity in interpreting their meanings.
The overall content validity check demonstrates that the instrument sufficiently
covers all the essential dimensions of the content and process domains of the business
and information systems strategy.
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5.4.2	 Reflection on the Views of the Judges
Reflecting on the process of the content validity check by the panel of judges is
meaningful in the sense that it is related to the issue of logical and methodological
coherence. The views from the judges are based on their own logical judgement
without the influence of other people. Naturally, it would not be surprising to find
differences in their assessments. What is important here is that a common pattern of
views is emerging from their differences. The differences might be due to the
ambiguity of the wording of some of the questions or the differences in their
interpretations.
All the judges agree that operationalisation of the research constructs is an
important step in the conduct of research in social sciences. Although the judges are
not from the same discipline in management information systems, they support the
broad dichotomy of strategy content and process and the need for a comprehensive
and parsimonious set of dimensions in conducting empirical studies. It is logical to
manage strategy process from the organisational, individual and technological
perspectives.
In the theoretical debates in business research, as in other social sciences,
discussions of the nature of social science have divided scholars into two orientations,
objective and subjective (Schutz, 1970). This reflects the fact that people form
assumptions from different paradigmatic standpoints. The assessment of the survey
instrument by the judges is a subjective exercise and the real world is essentially
subjective. However, it is still necessary to develop theories that can explain and
predict events in the social world, which is the aim of the objective paradigm. After
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the validation by the panel of judges, the instrument needs modification and objective
assessment. The aim is to create and sustain certainty of what is true and what may be
shown to be false about the content and process dimensions of the IS and business
strategies. The methodology applied in the empirical studies underpins the quest for
universal truth. It is hoped that the impacts of the subjective interpretations of the
items in the questionnaires would be minimised by putting the survey results to
rigorous statistical tests.
Chapter 5	 172
5.5	 Pilot Testing
Pilot test is useful in detecting the weakness in design and instrumentation and
providing proxy data for selection of an appropriate sample (Cooper and Schindler,
1998). On the same basis, a pilot testing of the ISAM model is conducted to:
1. Clarify the ambiguity of the wording in the questionnaire,
2. Identify and change any confusing and awkward questions,
3. Refine the ISAM instrument with the data obtained from the content validity
check described in the previous section.
4. Obtain evidence that data from perceptual assessment of business performance can
be used as a surrogate for the objective secondary data.
The subjects involved in this pilot testing were the business managers and IS
managers in the middle and upper hierarchical ranks of their organisations through
personal contact. They acted as respondent surrogates in the pilot testing and the
number of respondents involved in the pilot testing was 21.
The reasons for selecting these business managers as respondent surrogates are:
• They all have appropriate academic and professional qualifications in
management, accounting, marketing, and IT.
• They are all professional people working in various industrial sectors of the Hong
Kong business community with considerable experience in a management,
professional or technical capacity. In general, they are aware of the business
strategy and performance of their companies.
• They are mature persons over 25 years of age.
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• Avoid the risk of exhausting the supply of respondents in the target survey
population and sensitising them to the purpose of the study.
Feedbacks from the respondents provide the following information about the pilot
testing of the instrument:
1. Responses to the questionnaire items have wide variations among different
respondents as expected.
2. It takes about 10 minutes for the respondents to complete the each of the
questionnaires.
3. The wordings of the survey questionnaires should, as far as possible, be more
simple and explicit.
4. The questionnaire is quite lengthy but still acceptable.
5. There is significant correlation between primary perceptual assessment and
secondary objective data on business performance.
5.5.1	 Secondary Objective Performance Data for the Pilot Test
The 21 respondents for the pilot test came from five different industries: financial,
banking, shipping, construction and hotel. According to irasia.com (1999), there were
26 listed companies in the financial sector, 11 in the banking sector, 8 in the shipping
sector, 18 in the construction sector and 13 in the hotel industry. Business
performance data for these listed companies in the years 1995, 1996 and 1997 were
obtained from the Extel Company/Equity Research database that provided detailed
financial statements and background data. Performance indicators for these companies
with regard to sales growth rate, profit growth rate, return on total assets, return on
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shareholders' funds, return on sales and cash adequacy ratio have been tabulated using
Excel spreadsheet based on the operationalised performance definitions explained in
Chapter 3.
For each of the industrial sector, a mean average for each of the performance
indicators has been calculated and this would be used as a basis to calculate the
comparative performance indicators to manifest whether each company's performance
has been above or below the industry's norm. A sample table is shown in Appendix 6.
Normally, a 1 in a comparative performance indicator of a company would indicate an
average performance compared with the industry's norm. However, in Part C of the
Questionnaire I of the ISAM instrument, a 4 on the Likert scale indicates an average
performance. Hence, for the sake of the convenience of visual comparison at the first
instance, the performance indicators (except Cash Adequacy Ratio) were multiplied
by 4 to align with the Likert scale used in the instrument for easy interpretation. The
performance indicator Cash Adequacy Ratio retained its original value to indicate a
relative liquidity in cashflow.
5.5.2	 Correlation between Perceptual and Objective Assessment of Business
Performance
The correlation between perceptual and objective assessment of business
performance can be evaluated using the method multitrait-multimethod matrices. A
multitrait-multimethod matrix is a correlation between measurements obtained when
each of a number of traits (i.e. performance indicators) is measured by each of a
number of methods (i.e. perceptual-primary or objective-secondary methods).
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Campbell and Fiske (1959) indicated that two types of validity should be considered
when investigating the validity of the measurements:
• Convergent validity was regarded as the extent to which a test correlates with
different measures of the same construct.
• Discriminant validity was the extent to which a test does not correlate with
measures of different constructs.
A multitrait-multimethod matrix formed by the Pearson correlation coefficients
between various traits each measured by different methods is shown in Tables 5.7 and
5.8 at the end of this chapter. Five traits i.e. Sales Growth, Cashflow, Profit Growth,
Return-on-Investment (ROT), and Return-on-Sales (ROS) were each measured by two
methods: primary subjective assessments and secondary objective assessments. Table
5.7 uses Return-on-Total Assets (RTA) as the secondary objective data while Table
5.8 uses Return-on-Shareholders'-Fund (RSF) as the secondary objective data since
they are readily available and can be used to compare with the ROT from primary
subjective assessments. Campbell and Fiske (1959) proposed the subjective
assessment of convergent and discriminant validity by inspection of various sets of
elements of the multitrait-multimethod matrix. In Table 5.7, the symmetric diagonal
blocks are the hetrotrait-monomethod blocks while the non-symmetric off-diagonal
blocks are the hetrotrait-hetromethod blocks. The diagonals of the hetrotrait-
hetromethod blocks are the validity diagonals. Campbell and Fiske (1959) specified
four requirements for a multitrait-multimethod matrix:
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1. The elements of the validity diagonal should be substantial.
2. Any element of validity diagonal should be larger than all other elements in the
corresponding row and column of its hetrotrait-hetromethod blocks.
3. Any element of the validity diagonal should be larger than all the nondiagonal
elements in the corresponding row of the hetrotrait-monomethod block to its side
and all nondiagonal elements in the column of the hetrotrait-monomethod block
above it.
4. The same pattern should be exhibited by the nondiagonal elements of all
hetrotrait-monomethod blocks as well as all hetrotrait-hetromethod blocks.
The first criterion refers to the convergent validity, which requires that all the
diagonal coefficients (i.e. validity coefficients) in the lower left quadrant of the
MTMM matrix be sufficient large and statistically significant. The other three criteria
relate to the discriminant validity, i.e. whether the five traits (performance indicators)
are different from one another or not.
The following table illustrates the fulfilment of the convergent validity (Criterion 1):
Traits Validity
Coefficients
Significance
Sales Growth (SG) 0.654 p< 0.01
Cashflow (CF) 0.654 p< 0.01
Profit Growth (PG) 0.553 p< 0.01
Return-on-Investment 4- Return-on-Total
Assets (R014-,RTA) 0.695 p< 0.01
Return-on-Investment 4- Return-on-
Shareholders'- Fund (R014-RSF) 0.583 p< 0.01
Return-on-Sales (ROS) 0.645 p< 0.01
Table 5.5	 Criterion 1 of MTMM
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In Table 5.5, all the validity coefficients are greater than 0.5 and significant at p <
0.01. The second criterion requires that each validity coefficient should be larger than
all other hetrotrait-hetromethod correlations that are in the same row and column as
the validity coefficients. Judging from Tables 5.7 and 5.8, Criterion 2 is totally
satisfied.
The third criterion requires that each validity coefficient should be larger than all
the nondiagonal elements in the hetrotrait-monomethod blocks in the lower right and
the upper left quadrants of the matrices shown in Table 5.7 and 5.8. Comparing the
magnitude of these elements, it can be seen that Criterion 3 is also totally satisfied.
The fourth criterion requires that the pattern of correlations exhibited by all the
nondiagonal elements (i.e. correlation coefficients in each of the four triangles in
Table 5.7 and 5.8) of the hetrotrait-monomethod blocks and the hetrotrait-
hetromethod blocks should be similar. A test of this similarity can be accomplished by
conducting the Friedman test, which first ranks the correlation coefficients in each
triangle and then derives a measure of the rank correlation across different blocks. The
test statistics for the Friedman test is shown in the following table:
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Ranks
Mean Rank
(Using data in Table 5.7)
Mean Rank
(Using data in Table 5.8)
CF_SG 7.25 7.25
PG_SG 5.00 4.75
ROI_SG 3.50 3.75
ROS_SG 4.75 4.75
PG_CF 3.75 3.75
ROI_CF 6.75 6.50
ROS_CF 4.25 4.25
ROI_PG 3.25 3.50
ROS_PG 6.50 6.50
ROS_ROI 10.00 10.00
Test Statistics
N 4 4
Kendall's W .489 .462
Chi-Square 17.618 16.636
df 9 9
Asymp. Sig. . 040 .055
Table 5.6 Criterion 4 of MTMM
The associated Chi-squares in both cases are 17.618 and 16.636 with degree of
freedom 9, statistically significant at 0.040 and 0.055 respectively. Kendall's W is a
normalisation of the Friedman statistic, and is an easier indicator of similarity.
Kendall's W is interpretable as the coefficient of concordance, which can be used here
as a measure of agreement among different measurement methods. Kendall's W
ranges from 0 (no agreement) to I (complete agreement). The values of 0.489 and
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0.462 in both cases indicate a marginal degree of similarity in the pattern of the
correlation coefficients as required by Criterion 4. Hence, the criterion 4 of the
MTMM matrix on discriminant validity was marginally satisfied. Judging from the
results of these four criteria, it can be concluded that the requirements of convergent
and discriminant validity of the MTMM matrix are tolerably satisfied. As a result of
the analysis of the MTMM matrix, it can be seen that:
• There is significant correlation between the same performance indicators
measured by different methods of perceptual subjective assessment and the
secondary objective assessment.
• The correlation coefficients between the same performance indicators measured by
different methods of perceptual subjective assessment and the secondary objective
assessment are larger in magnitude.
• The patterns of distribution of the correlation coefficients between different
performance indicators are more or less similar even though different
measurement methods are used.
Consequently, this pilot study provides some convincing evidence for the
convergence of primary subjective assessment and secondary objective assessment of
company business performance. This is a positive support for the large-scale survey to
be carried out in the later stages.
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5.6	 Research Methodology
5.6.1	 Qualitative or Quantitative Approach
Having discussed the issues relating to instrument development and the
convergence of perceptual and objective assessment of performance in the previous
section, it is necessary to look at the choice of methodologies in completing this
research. The fundamental question of choosing a research methodology is on the
decision of how it relates to reality. Choosing a research strategy therefore is a process
of clarifying the interpretation of reality. It has often been said that within business
studies, theory and research are two distinct and independent areas or phases of the
scientific process: theories are assumptions about the empirical world and methods are
techniques for approaching the empirical world (Anderson, 1995). When discussing
methodology, people tend to limit the discussion to the usefulness of qualitative and
quantitative methods (Smircich and Calais, 1987). In broad sense, quantitative
research can be defined as "an inquiry into a social or human problem, based on
testing a theory composed of variables, measured with numbers, and analyzed with
statistical procedures, in order to determine whether the predictive generalizations of
the theory hold true" and a qualitative research as "an inquiry process of
understanding a social or human problem, based on building a complex, holistic
picture, formed with words, reporting detailed views of informants, and conducted in
a natural setting" (Creswell, 1994, pp. 1-2).
Combining these views, it seems that when conducting research in business
studies, it is necessary to assume that the area of inquiry has an empirical existence
and that the purpose of the methods, or research strategies, is to explore and measure
Chapter 5	 183
this existence. The decision on the choice of methodology can thus be seen to be
based on the judgement of the technical feasibility of data gathering and analysis.
However, from a more specific methodological point of view, three dominating
perspectives in business research can be identified: the analytical perspective, the
systems perspective and the actors' perspective (Anderson, 1995).
In the analytical perspective, theories are formulated as causal relations formed as
hypotheses. The focus is on studying causal agents that lead to specific effects. The
analytical perspective aims at collecting and analysing data according to the principles
of validity and reliability embedded in the objective approach to science.
In the systems perspective, a holistic perspective on reality is pursued. Effects can
be motivated by multiple constitutions of causes, and the basic elements can be
configured in multiple ways and lead to multiple events. Reality is considered to be
formed by the configuration of the system and reality cannot be reduced to its single
components or parts and understood according to this.
According to the actors' perspective, the aim of the research process is to
interpret reality so as to make it possible to explain the phenomenon. The basic
foundation of this perspective is the subjective logic of the actors, and from their
framing of reality to explain activity.
Reflecting on the research objectives described in Chapter 1 of this thesis, it has
been articulated for the need to develop a model illustrating the structural relationship
between IS and business strategies, and also need to develop and validate instruments
to measure strategic fit. In this respect, the analytical perspective is more appropriate
because of the following reasons:
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1. It provides a strong validity to the research findings. This criterion refers to
whether or not what is identified as the 'causes' actually produce what have
been interpreted as the 'effects'.
2. It provides strong external validity to the generalisation of the research results.
Generally speaking, this criterion refers to the extent to which the research
findings can be generalised beyond the immediate research sample.
3. It provides higher reliability. This criterion refers to the consistency of results
obtained in the research so that similar results can be obtained when the
research is replicated under the same conditions.
Due to the rigorous mathematical logic embedded in statistical analysis,
quantitative method is a likely instrument for the analytical perspective. Although the
quantitative method involves extensive data collection and processing, a more
comprehensive interpretation of the data can be obtained by combining both
quantitative and qualitative research strategies. This is because researchers cannot
benefit from the use of numbers if they do not know, in common sense terms, what
the numbers mean. Chenet et al. (2000) also argue that a qualitative survey would add
some interesting insight into the findings from a quantitative analysis.
Research is a truth-finding process aiming at verifying and authenticating
phenomena, evidence shows that the use of a combination of both quantitative and
qualitative research methods results in a stronger validity of outcomes. Thus, a
qualitative survey to supplement and verify the findings from the quantitative analysis
would add more values to this study.
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5.6.2	 The Reasons for Using Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)
Having established the rationale for the quantitative methodology, which is
supplemented by a qualitative analysis and also the need for the method of covariation
in measuring strategic fit as described in Chapter 3 under Section 3.2.2, a subsequent
question would be: "Which technique of covariation should be used?"
Bearing in mind that one of the objectives of this research is to establish a model
illustrating the relationship between IS strategy, business strategy and firm's business
performance; and the theoretical conceptualisation that an alignment between these
constructs would have a positive impact on the business performance, it is very likely
that a hypothesised structure might be developed to describe such relationships. This
hypothesised structure, typically known as causal model, might be rejected as
implausible or accepted as consistent with the empirical data. Unfailingly, structural
equation methods need to start from a conceptually derived model specifying the
relationship among a set of variables, which have been identified as the various
content and process dimensions of IS and business strategies. Theory provides the
centrepiece for structural equation methodologies, and thus perfectly fits with the
objectives of this research in understanding the complex patterns of the
interrelationships among the content and process dimensions of IS and business
strategies.
Structural equation modelling is a powerful statistical technique that combines
the measurement model (confirmatory factor analysis) and the structural model
(regression or path analysis) into a simultaneous statistical test (Aaker and Bagozzi,
1979). Structural equation modelling provides estimates of the strength of all the
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hypothesised relationships between variables pertinent to the content and process
dimensions of IS and business strategies in a theoretical model. Eventually, it provides
information about the hypothesised impact on business performance, both directly
from one of the content and process dimensions and via another variable positioned
between them, which is known as the strategic fit variable. If one accepts that the
hypothesised model is true, then the information will accurately represent the
underlying causal processes.
Structural equation modelling evolved from the multiple regression techniques
and built on the assumption of regression (Maruyama, 1998). In addition to the
provision of regression for prediction, structural equation modelling also provides the
basis for regression for explanation:
"In such circumstances, the researchers want to know not only how well the
predictors explain the criterion variable but also which specific predictors are most
important in predicting" (Maruyama, 1998, p. 20).
Consequently, structural equation modelling has definite advantages over the
traditional multiple regression methods and conducive to the fulfilment of the
objectives of this research work. The method of structural equation modelling is thus
considered the most appropriate method and also brings along other advantages as
well (Chin, 1998):
• It provides flexibility for the model relationships among multiple predictors and
criterion variables,
• Construct unobservable latent variables,
• Model errors in measurements for observed variables,
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• Statistically test a priori theoretical assumptions against empirical data.
When these points are contemplated with the findings of Bergeron et al. (2001), it
is reasonable to say that structural equation modelling is best suited to the testing of a
hypothesized strategic fit model in order to study the complex pattern of the
interrelationships among the various variables in the model.
5.6.3 The Choice of (SEM) Software
During the past two decades, ever since Joreskog (e.g. Joreskog, 1977) began to
make general SEM techniques accessible to the social and behavioural research
communities, SEM has become a powerful multivariate data analysis tool which
permits latent variables to be related to each other. Today, with the development and
increasing availability of SEM computer programmes such as LISREL (Joreskog and
Sorbom, 1989), EQS (Bentler, 1993), Amos (Arbuckle, 1977), CALIS (SAS Institute
Inc., 1990), more complex covariance structures can now be analysed. Other software
packages, which utilise the techniques of partial least squares (PLS) such as PLS-PC
and PLS-Graph, are also developed for component-based SEM analysis.
PLS is basically a component-based approach, which can model formative
indictors. Formative indicators are measures that form or cause the creation or change
in a latent variable. Chin (1998) argues that an underlying assumption for SEM
analysis is that the indicators used to measure a latent variable are reflective in nature.
Hence, the common techniques such as LISREL, which attempt to account for all the
covariances among its measures, the inclusion of formative indicators might be
problematic. Although Chin (1998) argues for the use of partial least squares (PLS) in
addressing the problem of formative indicators in the latent variables SEM analysis,
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the PLS software was not available to the researcher at the time of the field work and
the subsequent data analysis. By the time LISREL de-linked from SPSS, the only
SEM software available to the researcher through the university computer centre was
Amos, which later upgraded to version 4. Hence, Amos version 4 is used because of
the following reasons:
1. The package provides graphical interface for the structural equation models.
2. It is the only SEM software package provided by the university computer
centre.
3. The indicators, which are specified in the survey instruments, are reflective
in nature.
4. LISREL and Amos are still widely used by researchers in the field. Bearing
in mind their capabilities and limitations, they remain to be valid tools in
SEM.
5.7	 Summary
This chapter describes the development process with respect to the content
validity of the ISAM instrument by a panel of independent judges. The instrument is
further purified by putting it to a pilot test, which also establishes the methodological
convergence of perceptual and objective assessments of business performance.
Consequently, this gives support for the conduct of the massive mail survey and the
subsequent interpretation of the perceptual data received.
Distinction between quantitative and qualitative research perspectives has also
been made. In order to achieve the objectives of this research, it is decided that
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quantitative analysis supplemented by a qualitative survey would be the most
appropriate methodology for this research.
Structural equation modelling, with its capability in modelling causal
relationships, ability to handle latent unobserved variables and account for errors in
measurement, is found to be the most appropriate tool for data analysis. Amos version
4, being a user friendly SEM computer programme with graphical interface, is found
to be a useful tool to handle SEM analysis although some cautions have to b made
when dealing with formative indicator.
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CHAPTER 6
SURVEY DESIGN AND EXECUTION
6.1 Characteristics and Context of the Field Work
6.1.1 Reasons for the Choice of Industries
Pursuant to the logics explained in the first chapter of this thesis, three industries
in Hong Kong have been identified as the target population for this research study:
banking, financial services, and shipping logistics.
There are several reasons for choosing these industries:
1. In order to enhance the internal validity of this study with respect to the strategic
fit of information systems strategy with business strategy, it is essential to aim for
the firms that utilise information technology or some forms of information systems
in their operations in a competitive environment. A general survey of the firms in
Hong Kong is not appropriate because many of these firms are small and medium
sized companies with their business linked with China. According to the Hong
Kong SAR Government statistics, there are 65, 000 such firms in Hong Kong, and
they widely use Chinese in their documentations. As a result, these firms are slow
in using Electronic Data Interchange (EDT) in their export and import declarations
so that the Hong Kong SAR Government has to establish the Tradelink EDI
network with the Hong Kong Trade Development Council to address the problem.
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Consequently, it would be difficult to conduct a general survey in English to
extract the necessary information from these firms.
2. The three specified industries have some criteria in common: they both have
severe competition within the industry and they often have a global outlook and a
global scale in their business. Because of this, they are more likely to have
strategic thinking and would often make use of information technology and
systems to enhance their competitive positions. HSBC's establishment of
iBusiness Corporation.com
 highlights the banking industry's effort in meeting the
challenge of e-banking. Global outlook and strategic thinking would enable the
managers in these industries easier to understand the rationale and purpose of the
survey and thus communicate with the researcher in the same language.
3. Shipping logistics industry is included because of its uniqueness in global outlook,
strategic thinking due to severe competition, and utilisation of information
systems. With the introduction of the Ocean Shipping Reform Act (OSRA) of
1998 (U.S.A. Congress, 1998), which aims at introducing more competition in the
industry, it is recognised by the shipping logistics business community that the
future of the industry lies in creating new alliances and partnerships (Ryoo and
Thanopoulou, 1999). On the information systems side, the industry's Bill of
Lading Electronic Registry Organisation (Bolero) is a secure messaging system,
developed specifically to handle electronic commerce for international trade and
ocean shipping. Bolero is a joint venture between the TT Club (Through Transport
Club), which is an international association of exporters, shipping lines and port
authorities, and the Society for Worldwide Interbank Financial
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Telecommunication (SWIFT). The industry is also moving towards providing
greater operational information on-line, from finding where to purchase ship
supplies to pinpointing the exact location of ships and cargoes (Jeffery, 1999).
4. All these industries are important industries in Hong Kong and contribute
significantly to the GDP of Hong Kong. Apart from the academic values, the
results of a successful research in the study of strategic alignment between IS and
business strategies would provide valuable input to the good practices in the
management of information systems. Eventually, this would be beneficial to Hong
Kong.
5. Although these three industries are service industries, the banking and the
financial services are similar in the nature of business by dealing with other
people's money while the shipping logistics industry is intrinsically different in
dealing with maritime transport logistics. It is interesting to know whether the
ISAM model fits the industries of similar natures or whether it can also fits with
the industries with dissimilar nature.
6.1.2 Characteristics of the Banking and Finance Industries and Sample
Sources
Under Hong Kong's three-tier financial structure established since 1981, there are
three types of depository institutions: licensed banks, restricted license banks and
deposit-taking companies. By definition of the Hong Kong banking ordinance, a bank
is defined as a company that carries on banking business and holds a valid license
granted by the Hong Kong Monetary Authority (HKMA). The banking ordinance also
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defines a deposit-taking company (DTC) as a company that carries out a business of
taking deposits from the general public and holds a registration granted by the HKMA.
Deposit-taking companies are restricted to taking deposits of HK$100,000
(approximately £8,100) or more with an original term to maturity of at least three
months. The establishment of the restricted license banks (RLBs), in place of the
licensed deposit-taking companies, enables those companies to use the word 'bank' in
describing their business in promotional publications and advertisements, but
qualified by such adjectives as 'restricted', 'merchant', or 'investment'. Restricted
license banks may take deposits of any maturity from the public, but in amounts of not
less than HK$500,000 (approximately £40,000). RLBs and DTCs are not subject to
the rules on interest rates of the Hong Kong Association of Banks, and are able to
offer more attractive rates. According to the figures of Financial Times (1997), the
consolidated assets of all the licensed banks in Hong Kong in 1996 amount to
HK$7,433,595 million (approximately £604,000 million), while for the RLBs:
HK$295,000 million (approximately £24,000 million) and DTCs: HK$173,390
million (approximately £140,000 million). The Business Directory of Hong Kong
1998 lists 182 licensed banks, 120 deposit-taking companies and 63 restricted license
banks. These 365 banking institutions form the sample of the banking industry of
Hong Kong in this survey.
The nature of business of the finance industry is different from the banking
industry. Basically, firms in this industry are engaged in fund management on a local
and global scale, which includes mutual funds and unit trust funds, securities and
futures, stock options, derivatives and the gold bullion market. Financial services also
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form a significant portion of the Gross Domestic Products (GDP) in Hong Kong.
According to the figures given by the Department of Census and Statistics (1999),
financial market and fund management services was very active in the year 1997 with
a Business Receipts Index of 218.7 (quarterly average of 1996 = 100). The
contribution of financing, insurance, real estate and business services in 1997
contributed 26.5% to the GDP of Hong Kong in 1997.
In the list provided by the Business Directory of Hong Kong 1998, there are 344
financial services companies in Hong Kong active in fund management and
investment advice. Since all these industries contribute significantly to the local
economy and all of them utilise a higher degree of information technology in their
business activities, naturally, these 1073 companies altogether form the target
population of this research study.
6.1.3 Characteristics of the Shipping Logistics Industry
For the Hong Kong shipping logistics industry, there are two main sources of
information that give relevant data about the corporations and companies that form the
target population of the field work of this research in the year 1998:
1. Fairplay World Shipping Encyclopaedia CD-ROM database (1998),
2. Business Directory of Hong Kong (1998).
Fairplay World Shipping Encyclopaedia (1998) contains details over 57,700
marine companies worldwide. In this database, the list contains 330 companies
identified as "Shipowners" and 34 "Shipmanagers" located in the district of Hong
Kong. This is a complete list of all the shipowners and ship-managers in Hong Kong
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with diverse varieties of companies ranging from passenger vessels to world class
shipping magnates. The significance of the Hong Kong shipping logistics industry can
be seen from the data supplied by the Hong Kong Shipowners Association's Annual
Report (1997-98).
The Hong Kong Shipowners Association's Annual Report (1997-98) lists 199
membership companies as at 31st March 1998. Seventy two of these 199 companies
belong to the membership category of "Shipowners, Ship-Managers, Ship Operators",
while others are companies in a supporting role: i.e. Bankers and Financiers, Marine
Insurance, Maritime Lawyers, Shipbuilders/Ship-Repairers Ship Brokers, Suppliers
and other shipping logistics related services. However, these 72 companies represent
a very significant and dominant portion of the Hong Kong shipping logistics industry.
According to the statistics released by the Hong Kong Shipowners Association's
Annual Report (1997-98), they totally own 1214 ocean-going vessels, with a total
tonnage of 52,215,884 DWT (Deadweight Tonnage) and 30,921,828 GRT (Gross
Registered Tonnage) registered in 35 countries.
A comparison with the data supplied by the World Fleet Statistics 1997 of Lloyd's
Register of (1998), the total deadweight tonnage owned by the members of the Hong
Kong Shipowners Association represents about 7% of the world's total cargo carrying
fleet as at December 1997. According to data released by World Fleet Statistics 1997,
the world's cargo carrying fleet at that time consisted of 45,830 vessels of 757.8
million DWT. In addition to these, the container terminals of Hong Kong handled 15
million TEU in 1998, rising to 18 million TEU in 2000, being ranked as the busiest
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port in the world. All these figures signify the relative importance of the Hong Kong
shipping logistics industry's prominent position in Hong Kong economic activities.
6.2 Sampling Design
6.2.1 Criteria of Sampling Design
Sampling is the process of selecting part of a larger group with the intent of
generalising from the smaller group to the population. There are two major types of
sampling designs: probability and non-probability (Cooper and Schindler, 1998).
In probability sampling, every participant has a known, nonzero chance of being
selected. With probability samples, researchers are able to make an estimate of the
extent to which results based on the sample are likely to differ from what would have
been found by studying the entire population. There are 5 main types of probability
sampling (Cooper and Schindler, 1998): simple random, systematic sampling,
stratified sampling, cluster sampling, and double sampling. Furthermore, various
different probability techniques can be derived from combinations of the aspects of
element and cluster sampling; equal unit probability and unequal probabilities;
unstratified and stratified selection; random and systematic selection; single-stage and
multistage techniques (Malhotra, 1999). However, owing to the fact that the
theoretical population is often infinite so that the common disadvantages of
probability sampling are time consuming and costly. Subject to the constraints of time
and cost, it is necessary to select the most appropriate sampling method.
It has been convincingly demonstrated by statisticians that complex sampling
designs pertinent to stratified and cluster sampling can have considerable effects on
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the estimates of standard errors (Lehtonen and Pahkinen, 1995). Complex probability
sampling departs from simple random sampling in several ways, each of which has
different consequences for the standard errors. Clustering is often used because of the
greater cost efficiency of interviewing the research objects that are in close proximity.
Stratification is also common in complex interview surveys. By grouping units of the
population into homogenous strata and sampling within strata, extraneous information
about size and characteristics of the strata is used to reduce sampling error between
strata. Consequently, this can increase the efficiency of the sample (Lee et al., 1989).
Weights then are required for each observation in the sample when developing
estimates from the data that are representative of the overall population. Although
common statistical packages available in the market can accommodate weighted
observations, they do not account for the effects of weights on significance tests
(Winship and Radbill, 1994).
Although probability sampling might increase the external validity of the sample
by increasing its representation, the internal validity of a study is not directly affected
by the types of sampling. Cook and Campbell (1979) define internal validity as the
approximate validity with which a causal relationship can be inferred. Internal validity
depends on the strength or soundness of the design and influences whether one can
conclude that the independent variable or intervention caused the dependent variable
to change. Bearing in mind the objective of this study is to investigate the effects of
strategic fit among IS strategy and business strategy, a prerequisite is that the firms in
the sample should have some forms of information systems or application of
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information technology in support of their business operations. The characteristics of
the three industries described in Section 6.1 fulfil this criterion.
It is believed that stratified sampling has the special advantages of providing
adequate data for analyzing the various subgroups in the strata and enabling different
research methods and procedures to be used in different strata (Cooper and Schindler,
1998). However, does this mean that stratified sampling is the most appropriate
sampling method in this research? A study by Johnson and Elliot (1998) reported that
although there was evidence of design effects that would affect the data analyses in
social research, it was clear that the impact would be larger on the variability of
descriptive properties of the sample, such as means, than on the variability of the
regression coefficients. This tendency for design effects to be greater for measures of
central tendency than for measures of covariation among variables has also been noted
for other comparisons (Groves, 1989). This means that for the research design
utilising the covariation method of measuring strategic fit, the complex sampling
design such as stratified sampling might not have direct consequences on the
regression weights obtained from the structural equation modelling.
The method of non-probability sampling procedures would be more useful in
situations where they satisfactorily meet the objectives of the research study,
particularly in situations where some special preconditions have to be met, such as
World-Wide Web (WWW) surveys (Schillewaert et al.; 1998; Bradley, 1999).
Schillewaert et al. found that even though random sampling procedures might give a
true cross section of the population, they might prove inconvenient and financially
unrealistic due to low Internet penetration. Similar to this feature of Internet
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penetration, which is a prerequisite in the WWW survey, is the characteristic of the
information systems applications relevant to this study. It can be seen that a general
random sampling of all the business firms in Hong Kong would not be a feasible way
of sampling pertinent to the objectives of this study. Since a majority of the business
firms in Hong Kong are small and medium sized firms and the state of the use of
information systems is too diverse, it would be more appropriate to survey the 1073
firms outlined in Section 6.1, where the use of information technology has proliferated
into their daily business routines. In this respect, the method of a census survey to
approach all the samples in the selected industries, which is a non-probability method
targeting the specified samples would then meet the internal validity requirement of
the research design.
In addition to the consideration of time, cost, efficiency and the validity in relation
to the sampling techniques discussed, there are other practical considerations that will
be discussed in the subsequent section.
6.2.2 Practical Considerations
Kish (1995) explains that a good sample design requires the judicious balancing of
four broad criteria:
1. Goal orientation: The entire design, both selection and estimation, should be
oriented to the research objectives, tailored to the survey design, and fitted to the
survey conditions.
2. Measurability: The design should allow the computation of valid estimates of its
sampling variability.
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3. Practicality: Consideration of the problems in accomplishing the design
essentially as intended.
4. Economy:	 Fulfilment of survey objectives with minimum cost and the degree
of achieving that aim.
It can be seen that these four criteria are frequently conflicting and there is no
unique definition exists for a good or desirable sample (Kish, 1995). However, the
ultimate test of a sample design is how well it represents the characteristics of the
population it purports to represent, i.e. the sample must be valid (Cooper and
Schindler, 1998).
In relation to the research objectives of this research study, the required sample of
the Hong Kong shipping logistics industry, banking industry and financial services
industry should possess the following characteristics:
1. For the Hong Kong shipping logistics industry, they should be shipowners, ship-
managers, operators in shipping logistics, container terminal operators and agents
of ocean-going vessels. For the banking industry, they should be members from
the three-tier authorised institutions: licensed banks, deposit-taking companies and
restricted-license banks; and for the financial services industry, they should be
fund mangers and investment consultants in Hong Kong.
2. They should have a registered business in Hong Kong connected with the
specified industry.
The 364 shipowners and shipmanagers from the Fairplay World Shipping
Encyclopaedia (1998), the 365 banking institutions and the 344 financial institutions
from the Business Directory of Hong Kong 1998 all fulfil these two requirements.
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Bearing these criteria in mind, a probability random sample of the Lloyd's
Maritime Directory's (1998) Hong Kong section would not be appropriate because the
list contains many local ferries and other service vessels such as tug boats, training
ships and oil barges. A random sample of Lloyd's Maritime Directory's (1998) Hong
Kong section would give a cross section of the Hong Kong maritime activities but not
the Hong Kong shipping logistics industry which contribute significantly to the 1998
annual seaborne cargo of 90,104,000 tonnes (discharged) and 37,378,000 tonnes
(loaded) in the port of Hong Kong according to the Hong Kong shipping statistics
released by the Census and Statistics Department (1998, p.16). It is this sample of the
Hong Kong shipping logistics industry that forms the target of the shipping logistics
industry in this research study and it is a valid sample.
Similarly, the 365 banks and the 344 financial institutions form the valid sample
of this research study on the banking and financial sectors so that each one of them
should have equal probability of selection.
In order to obtain the necessary and sufficient data about the business strategy and
information systems strategy from the sample, the senior officers listed in the banking
and financial institutions contained in the Business Directory of Hong Kong 1998, and
those listed in the Fairplay Shipping Encyclopaedia 1998 were targeted for the survey.
The roles of these different types of executives in shipping logistics companies,
authorised banking and financial institutions illustrate the spectrum of business
experiences specific to the characteristics of this research study in the Hong Kong
context. Their daily interaction with, and also the use of the information systems in
developing and formulating their business strategies would provide the primary source
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of information about the business strategy, information systems strategy and the
effects of their strategic alignment pertinent to the specified sectors of Hong Kong
business.
Sampling in the way described above would satisfy Kish's (1995) sampling design
criteria to a certain extent:
• The sample is a valid sample and meets the goal orientation of this research study
in establishing a model illustrating the structural relationship between IS strategy,
business strategy and organisational performance; and the theoretical
conceptualisation that a strategic alignment between these constructs would have
positive impact on business performance of organisations.
• The data from a relatively large base (1073 samples) would have measurability
and permit meaningful estimation using the techniques of confirmatory factor
analysis and structural equation modelling.
• The database from Fairplay Shipping Encyclopaedia and Business Directory of
Hong Kong list all the names of the contact persons, their positions, updated
addresses and telephone and fax numbers of the companies. Practically, this is of
great value for the execution of the survey and would enhance its predictability.
• Since the mail survey is executed in Hong Kong, the total cost of posting the
questionnaires, the stamped self-addressed questionnaires, and later on the
reminders would be less than HK$ 7000 (approximately £600). This is a rather
economical way of conducting a survey.
This type of sampling is purposive in nature and takes the form of a census survey
that requires the sample to conform to certain criteria. The two criteria stated in
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specified in this section set the perimeter of the survey samples in this study. The
extracted lists from the Fairplay Shipping Encyclopaedia 1998 and the Business
Directory of Hong Kong 1998 satisfy the requirements of accuracy and precision in
representing the targeted industries.
6.3 Implementation of the Survey
6.3.1 Survey Execution
The survey of this research study was implemented by the method of mail survey.
Mail survey has the following advantages:
• Cost less than personal interview.
• Access to corporate executives who are difficult to reach in other ways.
• Allow respondents more time to complete the questionnaire.
• Provide anonymity and more impersonal means for the respondents to supply
information.
The mail survey to the targets was executed starting from mid-November 1998
until early January 1999 (including the subsequent follow-up actions) according to the
following tactics as suggested by Cooper and Schindler (1998), Dilhnan (1914
Kanuk and Berenson (1975):
1. Questionnaire Length: The length of the survey instrument (shoat in
Appendices 1 and 4) has been tested acceptable in the pilot testing,
2. Cover Letter: One cover letter from the researcher was sent Nvith the surve
questionnaire, outlining the objectives and rationale of the sure ‘Nith
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guarantee of strict confidence. The cover letters were addressed directly to senior
executives with their names, titles and positions printed on the letters. The senior
executives were also asked to invite their IT managers to fill in the questionnaires
on the IS strategy if they found it to be more appropriate. (The cover letters are
shown in Appendix 7).
3. Survey Sponsorship: Sponsorship from the Department of Maritime Studies
(recently renamed as Department of Shipping and Transport Logistics) was
solicited to increase the response rate of the mail survey. The sponsorship
included: help from the staff in the General Office in printing the questionnaires,
use of envelopes and letters bearing the Hong Kong Polytechnic University's
logos, address labels, and the cost of mailing.
4. Anonymity:	 In the cover letter, respondents were assured of the confidentiality
and anonymity for the information they provided.
5. Return Envelopes: The survey instruments have been designed in such a way
so that the questionnaire could be folded in the middle, sealed with adhesive tapes
and formed a kind of stamped self-addressed printed matters to simplify the
questionnaire return process and save money.
In the manner described above, 1073 survey packages each consisted of the cover
letters, the survey questionnaires with stamps on them were sent out in Mid-
November 1998 through the Hong Kong Polytechnic University's central mailing
system. The mailing process took three weeks to complete, one week for each of the
specified industry. Following the mailing process, the necessary follow-up took place
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until early January 1999. A number has been assigned to each address label of the
outward mail and a corresponding number assigned to the stamped self-addressed
survey instrument to keep track of the respondents' return mail for subsequent follow-
up actions.
6.3.2 Follow-up Actions
It is well known that without follow-up mailing, response rates would be rather
low, probably less than half of the rate attained by the Total Design Method advocated
by Dillman (1978), regardless of how interesting the questionnaire or impressive the
mailing package.
In a manner according to the rationale described by Dillman (1978), the following
follow-up sequence identified by the number of weeks that elapsed after the original
mailing was taken to ensure a higher return rate of the survey:
• One week after finishing one industry:
A letter reminder was sent to those executives in the sample whose responses have
not been received. It served as a friendly and courteous reminder for those who
have not responded.
• Two weeks after finishing one industry:
The researcher actively contacted the non-responding executives whose names
and ranks were known in the sample, and politely reminded them through their
secretaries to promptly return the questionnaires. For those who have misplaced
the questionnaires, replacement questionnaires were then sent to the non-
respondents and appealed for their return.
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6.4 Survey Results
6.4.1 Response Rates
By the end of January 1999, there were altogether 309 responses from the sample.
86 responses came from the shipping logistics industry. Five of the responses
indicated that they did not have the sort of information systems installed in their
companies and therefore were unable to participate in the survey. There were 109
responses from the banking industry, but seven of these returns could not be used due
to incomplete answers in Questionnaire II or unwillingness to participate in the
survey. 114 responses have also been obtained from the financial services, but only
106 of them were usable. Four companies indicated that their companies have de-
emphasised their operations in Hong Kong and therefore could not be able to answer
the questions in the questionnaire. Four other companies were unwilling to participate
and just return the blank forms. This left a total of 289 valid responses from the
shipping, banking and financial services for the subsequent data analysis, representing
a response rate of 26.9% of the total sample subjects. The data from these samples
will be further tested for their multivariate normality before they can be used for data
analysis. The process of multivariate normality check will be described in detail in the
subsequent Chapter 7.
The response rate of 26.9% might be considered low when compared to Baruch's
(1999) setting that the average response rate to paper survey at 55.6% (Baruch, 1999,
p. 429), and would be even much lower than Dillman's (2000) suggestion that with
careful attention to design, response rates of 70% could be produced for general public
population (Dillman, 2000, p. 5). However, there is doubt about the overestimation of
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the response rates in mail survey. In the actual practice, it is not uncommon that the
response rate is less than 40 per cent (Kerlinger, 1986). Thus, a response rate of 26.9%
is just the average, implying a realistic return rate in the situation of Hong Kong
business environment.
The reasons for the no responses were basically unknown for those who refused to
return the questionnaires, or even refused to return calls. However, there were
altogether 106 firms with known reasons after the follow-up actions. Their reasons
were summarised in the following table:
Reasons No. of cases (%)
Unwilling to reveal company data, or secrets 35 (33.02%)
Manager has resigned 8 (7.55%)
Manager out of town 12(11.32%)
Wrong address, or unknown address 13 (12.26%)
Unwilling to participate, not interested at all 38 (35.85%)
Table 6.1	 Reasons of No Responses
Judging from these figures, it is obvious that unwillingness to reveal company data
and unwillingness to participate are the two main reasons for no responses.
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6.4.2 The Background of the Respondents
6.4.2.1	 Respondents According to Industry Types
The mail survey did successfully solicit views from the persons in various
management positions in the three target industries regarding the business strategy and
IS strategy. Although the 289 valid responses may provide meaningful data for the
subsequent analysis, a multivariate normality requirement by the statistical techniques
for testing the propositions and hypotheses might further reduce the valid number of
usable responses.
After the necessary normality check, an initial analysis of the data shows that 99
(35.6%) of the total 278 respondents belong to the Banking industry, 103 (37.1%)
belong to the Financial Services, while the remaining 76 (27.3%) belong to the
Shipping industry. Although these figures vary to certain extent for different
industries, they provide a comparable database for these three industries in the
analysis described in later sections. A diagrammatic illustration of these details is
shown in Figure 6.1.
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Industry Type of the Respondents
(After normality check)
110
103
100
99
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0
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76
70
Banking	 Financial	 Shipping
Industry Type
Figure 6.1	 Industry Types of the Companies
6.4.2.2	 Company Types
The following Figure 6.2 and Figure 6.3 outline the distribution of the companies
according to their own attributes before and after the normality check. There was an
elimination of 11 companies from the database as a result of the normality check.
Within each of these three industries, there are some variations in the types of
companies where the respondents belong. In the banking industry, 74.7% belong to
the private companies, 9.1% to the public listed, 11.1% to the subsidiary of listed
companies and 5.1% of the respondents' companies are state owned.
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Company Types
(before normality check)
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Figure 6.2	 Types of Companies before the Normality Check
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Figure 6.3	 Types of Companies after the Normality Check
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Similarly for other two industries, the majority of the respondents belong to the
group of private companies, with only a very few number of companies belonging to
the publicly listed or state owned type of companies. Actually, many respondents
regard themselves as private companies in Hong Kong if they are not listed in the
local stock market even if they are subsidiaries of multinational companies listed in
foreign countries.
6.4.2.3	 Company Sizes
With the exception of some banks, most of the responding companies employ less
than 2000 employees. For the financial services, a large number of companies (70.9%)
employ less than 100 people. For the shipping industry, the number is 56.6%. To
certain extent, these figures only reflect their relative staff strength in the local scene,
but not necessarily their real strength in the business on a global basis.
Smaller number of staff should not be arbitrarily linked to the limitation in their
strategic perspectives, or scope of their business being limited to local scenes.
Consequently, such figures should only be used to observe their relative involvement
in the local business arena. Figure 6.4 shows the comparison of staff strength in the
companies among the three industries.
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Figure 6.4	 Numbers of Employees in Company
6.4.2.4	 Characteristics of the Respondents
For Questionnaire I, the persons who filled in the questionnaire were
predominantly business managers (276) in upper and senior management positions.
Only a few of the respondents (2) expressed that that they were from technical
background but currently held management positions. The following Figure 6.5 shows
the distribution. The figure shows that the answers to the questionnaire I have indeed
been validly supplied by the right type of persons in the industries.
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Figure 6.5	 Respondents for Questionnaire I
IS_Job_Type
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Figure 6.6	 Respondents for Questionnaire 11
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For questionnaire II, 62.9% (175) of the questionnaires have been handled by IT
managers or IT personnel in the middle and upper management hierarchy of their
companies. 35.6% (99) of the questionnaires were filled in by business managers who
were also charged with the responsibility on IS development or knowledgeable of the
IS development in their companies. There were only four cases of unspecified job
titles, representing only 1.4% of the total respondents.
6.4.3 Issues of the Rejection of Outliers
Although detailed analysis of the multivariate normality check is given in the
subsequent chapter on data analysis, it is useful at this stage to have a profile of the
outliers that have been identified by the method of Mahalanobis distance. The
following table (Table 6.2) outlines the characteristics of these outliers.
It can be seen that there is no bias towards a particular industry for outliers, which
are distributed more or less evenly among the three industries. It is also found that
there is no evidence to say that these outliers adhere to a particular category of
company sizes or type of persons completing the questionnaires. For a relatively small
number of 11 companies, outliers can be found in either the large, medium and small
sized companies, which can be private or public companies. Although there is only 1
publicly listed company in the outliers, there is no evidence to say that outliers are
biased towards private companies. It is understood that there are only limited number
of listed companies in the sample as shown in Figure 6.3.
The main indicator for the abnormality of these cases is manifested by the
relatively large standard deviation values, which are all larger than 1 and with the
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largest value of 1.954. The occurrence of the outliers in the sample is purely random
and the reason for them to be classified as outliers is mainly due to the wide spread of
the scores in the questionnaire. It is difficult to say at this stage whether such wide
spread in their answers to the questionnaires is due to misunderstanding of the
questions or due to some other unknown reasons. However, the classification of
outliers is purely based on the technical calculation of Mahanlanobis distances for the
sake of multivariate normality. It is thus reasonable to say that the elimination of these
cases in the sample would not affect the validity of the sample.
Case
No.
Min. Max. Mean Std.
Dev.
Industry
Type
Company
Type
Company
Size
r
Completed
by
55 2 7 3.733 1.911 Banking Public Large Business
Manager
IT Manager61 1 7 3.900 1.954 Banking Private Small
96 2 6 3.900 1.348 Banking Private Medium IT Manager
186 1 7 4.267 1.911 Finance Private Medium Not specified
195 1 7 4.267 1.680 Finance Private Medium Not specified
200 1 7 3.900 1.494 Finance Private Small IT Manager
223 1 7 5.100 1.605 Shipping
Logistics
Private Medium Business
Manager
IT Manager239 2 7 4.100 1.269 Shipping
Logistics
Private Medium
244 1 7 3.033 1.671 Shipping
Logistics
Private Medium Business
Manager
IT Manager269 1 7 3.233 1.547 Shipping
Logistics
Private Medium
276 2 6 4.133 1.106 Shipping
Logistics
Private Small Business
Manager
Average - - 3.96 1.59
	
Remark: Large:	 Over 1000 employees
Medium: 100 to 500 employees
	
Small:	 Under 100 employees
Table 6.2	 Profiles of the Outliers
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6.4.4 Adequacy of the Sample Sizes
Sample sizes play an important role in the estimation and interpretation of
structural equation modelling results as they provide a basis for the estimation of
sampling error. The problem here is whether the sample size of 278 is sufficient for
the Maximum Likelihood estimation (ML) in the subsequent data analysis using
structural equation modelling. Maximum Likelihood estimation has been found to
provide valid results with sample sizes as small as 50 (Hair et al., 1995). As the
sample size is increased above 100, the sensitivity of the ML estimation method is
also increased to detect differences among the data. It is found that as the sample size
becomes large and exceeding 400, ML estimation might become too sensitive and
would make all goodness-of-fit measures indicating poor fit (Carmines and McIver,
1981; Marsh et al., 1988; Tanaka, 1987).
In actual practice, there is no absolutely correct sample size. It is recommended
that a workable sample size would be ranging from 100 to 200 (Hair et al., 1995),
with an optimum sample size around 200 for Maximum Likelihood structural
equation modelling (Hoelter, 1983). Thus a sample size of 278 obtained in this survey
would be adequate for the subsequent data analysis described in the next chapter.
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6.4.5 Reflection on Questionnaire Completion
Mail survey is a tedious and time-consuming process. The present response rate of
26.9% represents a satisfactory result after tremendous amount of efforts and time
have been invested in its execution and follow-up actions. Although 26.9% response
rate cannot be said to be high, it is indeed above the average of 15% in most cases
experienced in Hong Kong.
The responses did come from the targeted three industries, with 35.6%
representing the banking industry, 37.1% belonged to the finance industry and 27.3 %
belonged to the shipping logistics industry. The questionnaires have been validly
filled-in by the respective business and IS professionals. Consequently, this represents
a true snap shot of the status of the management of IS and business in the specified
time frame of the survey.
The survey also shows that the up to the present moment, IS professionals do not
enjoy the same status as business managers. With 35.6% of the Questionnaire II
having been filled by business managers who might also be in charge of the IS
development in their companies or knowledgeable of such developments, it can be
seen that some of these companies might not have IS professionals promoted to senior
management positions. The reason for this phenomenon is unknown at the present
moment. Although it is not the objective of this research to study the conditions of
services or the status of the IS professionals in the company hierarchy, it would be
interesting to explore this in future research.
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6.5 Summary
The sampling design of this study has not adopted the probability sampling
methods such as stratified or cluster sampling. Instead, it has used the method of a
census survey on the targeted industries. There were several reasons for this:
• Lower cost.
• Less time consuming.
• Weighted observation in stratified sampling might have difficulty to account
for the weights on significance test.
• The sampling in this study has strong internal validity with respect to the
objectives of this study in the investigation of the effects of strategic alignment
of information systems and business strategies.
• Covariation has been selected as the method to measure strategic fit. It is
found that complex probability sampling design do not have direct
consequences on the regression weights in covariation methods.
The responses rate of 26.9% of the mail survey cannot be considered too low for
this study. As a matter of fact, it provides a valid sample of 278 responses after the
normality check for subsequent data analyses and hypotheses testing. It is also found
that the occurrence of outliers is purely random in the sample. Outliers have no
specific connection to a particular type of companies or to the persons completing the
questionnaires. Elimination of these outliers in the subsequent analysis would not
affect the validity of the sample.
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CHAPTER 7
DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS
7.1 Overview
In this chapter, analysis of the survey data shall be focused on:
• Assessing the unidimensionality, reliability, convergent validity and discriminant
validity of the research constructs using structural equation modelling (SEM)
(testing research propositions 1 to 4).
• Assessing the effects of the strategic fit between the content and process
dimensions (two-dimensional fit) of business strategy and IS strategy on business
performance (testing Hypothesis H1).
• Assessing the effects of the overall strategic alignment (four-dimensional fit) and
cross-domain strategic fit between the content and process dimensions (three-
dimensional fit) of business strategy and IS strategy on business performance
(testing Hypothesis H2 and H3).
• Inferences from the data analysis.
The data analysis is carried out using Amos 4 with the default estimation method
of Maximum Likelihood estimation (ML). Basically, Amos provides five different
type of discrepancy functions minimisation: Maximum Likelihood (ML), Generalised
Least Squares (GLS), Unweighted Least Squares (ULS), Scale-free Least Squares
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(SLS), and Asymptotically Distribution-Free (ADF). The methods of ML and GLS are
similar in approach and in their underlying assumptions and are asymptotically
equivalent. For a correctly specified model and a sufficiently large data set drawn
from a multivariate normal distribution, both methods provide consistent parameter
estimates and statistics (Mueller, 1996). The estimation technique of ADF developed
by Browne (1984) does not depend on the underlying distribution of the data and
should likely be the most general method. However, one major disadvantage of the
ADF method is that it yields incorrect chi-square statistics for small samples. For
ADF, the sample size has to exceed n * (n — 1)
2	
where n is the number of observed
variables in the model. This means that for an estimation of a two-dimensional fit, 30
observed variables might require a sample size of 450 to 500. Thus, when the survey
data are analysed, the ADF estimation method might not be appropriate due to their
smaller sample sizes of 278. ULS and SLS are less common methods in the estimation
of the model. Under the general assumptions of multivariate normality and correct
model, these two methods should also give consistent estimates of parameters and
differ only in the fitting functions utilised during the iteration processes (Arbuckle,
1997).
Thus, since all these methods yield consistent results based on some general
assumptions, and that ML is the most common method used in structural equation
modelling with known tolerance on smaller sample sizes, it is then used in the
subsequent analysis as the default estimation method. However, since ML is
dependent on the multivariate normality of the observed data, the next section will
first deal with the test of multivariate normality of the observed data.
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7.2 SEM Analysis Strategy
The following strategy shall be adopted to analyse the data and test the
propositions and hypotheses using the techniques of structural equation modelling:
1. A brief description of the sample data and discussion on the profile of the sample.
2. The sample data will be examined before the structural equation modelling
techniques are applied.
3. Analysis of the Measurement Models:
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) will be used to test propositions 1 o 4 because
it delivers a more rigorous test of construct validity compared to more traditional
techniques. Anderson and Gerbing (1988) suggest a two-step procedure for data
analysis employing SEM. In the first step, the researcher validates the
measurement model through confirmatory factor analysis. In this step, the
construct validity is the main concern and it can be assessed by testing construct
unidimensionality, reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. CFA
is used in this step to test the measurement model for construct validity, which is
directly related to the testing of Propositions 1 to 4.
Unidimensionality of the construct is another issue that should also be examined.
Unidimensionality refers to the following question: "Do the indicators form a
single, underlying latent variable?" Recent studies in SEM strongly suggest that
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) can provide a stricter interpretation of
unidimensionality than other more traditional methods such as coefficient alpha,
item-total correlations, and exploratory factor analysis about the acceptability of
scales (Gerbing and Anderson, 1988).
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Since unidimensionality is an assumption of scale reliability, the reliability of the
scale must also be examined. Although coefficient alpha is the most commonly
used index of scale reliability, it has some limitations when used in covariance
structure (Raykov, 2001). Another alternative for estimating reliability is the
composite reliability developed by Fornell and Larcker (1981).
Basically, convergent validity is tested by determining whether the items in a scale
converge or load together on a single construct in the measurement model. If the
factor loadings are statistically significant, then convergent validity exists. To
assess convergent validity, is also necessary to assess the overall fit of the
measurement model, and the magnitude, direction, and statistical significance of
the estimated parameters between latent variables and their indicators.
For discriminant validity, it is necessary to verify that scales developed to measure
different constructs are indeed measuring different constructs. Basically, items
from one scale should not load or converge too closely with items from a different
scale. Different latent variables that correlate too highly may indeed be measuring
the same construct rather than different constructs. Relatively low correlations
between variables (constructs) indicate the presence of discriminant validity.
Bearing in mind the end objective of analysing the measurement model is to
establish the reliability and validity of the constructs in the conceptual model. The
following key measurements will be reported:
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On unidimensionality:
• Absolute fit measures such as ,y 2 /df and Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI),
parsimonious measures (e.g. Adjusted-Goodness-of-Fit Index, AGFI) and
incremental fit measures (e.g. Normed-Fit Index, NFI).
• Standardised loadings for the items that comprise a construct.
On reliability:
• Coefficient alpha for scale reliabilities.
• Fornell and Larcker reliability as a measure of construct reliabilities.
On convergent validity:
• Overall fit of the measurement model, and the magnitude, direction, and
statistical significance of the standardized loadings for the estimated
parameters between latent variables and their indicators.
On discriminant validity:
• The average variances extracted by the latent variables
• Squared correlations between the latent variables.
More detailed descriptions about the use of these measures will be discussed in
the later sections of this chapter when the data analysis is actually executed.
Once the measurement model has been validated, the second step is to proceed to
the estimation of the structural (path) model.
Chapter 7	 224
4. Analysis of the Structural Model:
Assessment of the structural model is essential for the testing of Hypotheses 1 to 3.
Similarly, the conceptual model is divided into measurement model and structural
model. Once the measurement model is validated, the second step involves
estimation of the structural relationships (regression or path analysis) between
latent variables. It is in the second step where the theoretical model can be tested.
Key measures for the testing of the structural model include the following indices:
• Goodness-of-Fit indices, magnitude, direction, and statistical significance of
the standardized regression weights.
• R 2 values for the endogenous variables in the model.
An assessment of the structural models will be carried out based on the values of
these indices.
5. Reporting of the Analysis Data:
Good practice requires sufficient information to be provided so that the analysis
can be replicated by others in a similar situation. According to Chin (1998), the
means, standard deviations and the covariance matrix of the items that make up
the constructs of the conceptual models will also be reported. In addition to these,
the essential parts of the Amos analysis listings will also be included.
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7.3 Samples and Sampling Frame Bias
Detailed descriptions of the criteria of sampling, the choice of industries, survey
design, sources of samples, survey execution and data collection, and the backgrounds
of the respondents have been fully documented in Chapter 6. However, before detailed
data analysis is to be carried out, a brief recapitulation of the characteristics of the
samples would be helpful.
In order to examine the constructs of the ISAM model, 1073 survey packets,
which include a cover letter, Questionnaire I and Questionnaire II were sent to the
senior business and IS professionals in the banking (365), finance (344), and shipping
logistics (264) industries in Hong Kong. The questionnaires were so designed so that
they could be folded in the middle and formed a kind of stamped self-addressed
printed materials for easy returning. The number of returned and acceptable surveys
was 289 [102 (35.3%) for banking, 106 (36.7%) for finance, and 81 (28%) for
shipping and logistics] representing a total 26.9% response rate.
These figures indicate that there is no bias towards any individual industry. Since
the survey is a census survey done in Hong Kong for the industries with more or less
homogenous subcultures, cultural bias can then be assumed to be neutralised.
Moreover, a more or less even response rate (about 30%) from each industry segment
indicates that each industry has sufficient representation in the samples. The reasons
for no responses, as shown in Table 6.1 in the previous Chapter 6, were mainly due to
companies not willing to reveal their company data and that they had no interest in
taking part in the survey. The backgrounds of the respondents, as analysed in Section
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6.4.2, indicate that both questionnaires were validly filled in by the targeted
managerial groups indicating the data were validly representing their views with
respect to their companies' IS and business strategies. As shown in Figures 6.1 to 6.6,
the scope of the respondents also covered a spectrum of managerial people in the
private, publicly listed, subsidiaries and state-owned companies in Hong Kong.
7.4 Test of Multivariate Normality
7.4.1 Detection of Outliers
The method of Maximum Likelihood requires that the data set should have
multivariate normality. Therefore, a data purification process would be necessary to
eliminate outliers that affect the multivariate normality of the data set. Although
strictly speaking, ideal multivariate normality would be very difficult to obtain in
practical surveys, an elimination of outliers would help to improve the normality
profile of the data. Amos 4.0 has a feature for testing the normality and outliers. This
feature reports the statistics on the observed variables to help in judging the extent of
any departure from multivariate normality.
Amos uses skewness and kurtosis to assess the degree of normality of the data set.
Assuming normality, skewness has a mean of zero and a standard error of _IT where
11 N
N is the sample size. Table 7.1 shows the normality check for observed endogenous
variables Q2_A 1 to Q2_A15.
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Assessment of normality
min	 max	 skew	 c.r. kurtosis	 c.r.
	
Q2 A15	 1.000	 7.000	 -0.988	 -6.857	 1.885	 6.543
	
Q2_A14	 1.000	 7.000	 -0.459	 -3.187	 0.561	 1.946
	
Q2_A13
	 1.000	 7.000	 -0.958	 -6.648	 1.479	 5.131
	
Q2_Al2	 1.000	 7.000	 -1.115	 -7.736	 2.363	 8.198
	
Q2 A6
	 0.000	 7.000	 -1.159	 -8.043
	
1.913	 6.638
	
Q2_A
- 5
	 2.000	 7.000	 -0.036	 -0.250	 -0.955	 -3.313
	
Q2_A11
	 2.000	 7.000	 -0.515	 -3.575	 0.400	 1.388
	
Q2 _A10
	 1.000	 7.000	 -0.904	 -6.275	 0.889	 3.083
	
Q2 A9
	 2.000	 7.000	 -0.628	 -4.356	 0.284	 0.984
	
Q2_A
8
	 1.000	 7.000	 -0.314	 -2.179	 0.096	 0.332
	
Q2_A7	 1.000	 7.000	 -0.321	 -2.228	 -0.128	 -0.443
	
Q2_A4	 2.000	 7.000	 -0.754	 -5.230	 -0.007	 -0.024
	
Q2_A3	 3.000	 7.000	 -0.325	 -2.255	 -0.672	 -2.333
	
Q2_A2	 1.000	 7.000	 -0.246	 -1.705	 -0.241	 -0.835
	
Q2_A1	 1.000	 7.000	 -0.249	 -1.728	 0.077	 0.265
	
Multivariate	 81.511	 30.680
Table 7.1 Normality Check for Observed Endogenous Variables
Q2_A1 - Q2A_15
The critical ratio (c.r.) is also known as the z value and it is understood that when
the calculated z value exceeds a critical value (based on the significance level
desired), the distribution is abnormal. For example, from the z-table, the critical
values at 0.01 significance level are ±2.58, which indicate that for a calculated c.r.
exceeding ±2.58 the assumption about the normality of the distribution at the 0.01
significance level can be rejected. From Table 7.1, it can be seen that all of the
observed endogenous variables are negatively skewed and nine of the fifteen
endogenous variables are found to have critical ratios exceeding -2.58, indicating that
the distribution for these observed variables are non-normal.
Kurtosis is another characteristic of the form of a distribution. It is the extent to
which for a given standard deviation, observations cluster around a central point.
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Generally speaking, kurtosis is zero for normal distribution; positive for distributions
with larger tail frequencies and sharper peakedness near the centre than normal
distributions; and negative for distributions with smaller tail frequencies and flatter
peakedness near the centre than normal distributions. Assuming normality, kurtosis
has a mean of zero and a standard error of r.
N
The last row of Table 7.1 shows the multivariate kurtosis defined by Mardia
(1970). Assuming normality, this coefficient has a mean of zero and a standard error
of .\18p(p + 2) where p is the number of observed variables and N is the sample size
N
(Arbuckle, 1997, p.239). Again, the critical ratio is obtained by dividing the sample
coefficient by its standard error.
It is clear from Table 7.1 that the distribution of the data from the observed
variables in the sample was not strictly multivariate normal and the assumption of
normality was only partially met. Arbuckle (1997) argues that a departure from
normality that is big enough to be significant could still be small enough to be
harmless. It is understood that with the assumption of normality and independent
observations, structural equation modelling with Amos leads only to asymptotic
conclusions, i.e. conclusions that are approximately true for large samples.
Specific outliers can be detected in Amos using Mahalanobis distance:
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	Observation	 Mahalanobis
	
number	 d-squared	 pl	 p2
	
55	 74.148	 0.000	 0.000
	
223	 64.367	 0.000	 0.000
	
244	 58.013	 0.000	 0.000
	
186	 54.436
	 0.000	 0.000
	
195	 54.436	 0.000	 0.000
	
269	 48.576	 0.000	 0.000
	
61	 44.742	 0.000	 0.000
	
239	 44.368	 0.000	 0.000
	
200	 43.800	 0.000	 0.000
	
96	 42.628	 0.000	 0.000
	
276	 41.331	 0.000
	 0.000
Table 7.2 Mahalanobis Distance for Outliers
This table focuses on the occurrence of outliers, which are individual observations
that differ remarkably from the general run of observations. The table lists the
observations that are furthest from the centroid of all observations. In this table, only
the squared Mahalanobis distances with values larger than 40 are shown. The value of
the Mahalanobis d-squared can be thought of as a multivariate residual for the ith
observation. The residual here means a measure of how far the ith observation is from
the centre of the distribution of all values, taking into account all variables being
considered. A significantly large value of Mahalanobis d-squared means that the
corresponding observation is either (i) a genuine but unlikely record, or (ii) a record
containing some mistakes. The P1 column shows that, assuming normality, the
probability of d525 (or any individual d,2 ) for observation number 55 exceeding 74.148
is 0.0005. The p2 column shows, still assuming normality, that the probability is
0.0005 that the largest d,2 would exceed 74.148. The same probability still applies to
observation number 276 with the d2276 equal to 41.331. Hence, all the observations
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contained in Table 7.2 can be treated as outliers in the sample. Of course, there are
other observations with smaller squared Mahalanobis distance values so that they can
also be treated as outliers too.
However, a compromise has to be made because structural equation modelling
needs a considerable sample size for meaningful results. An examination of the
characteristics of these outlier cases described in the Section 6.4.3 shows that
elimination of these cases would not cause any sampling bias in their respective
industries. As a result, there are 278 remaining samples that can be used for the
subsequent analysis. In these 278 samples, 99 are from the banking industry, 103 from
finance industry and 76 from shipping logistics industry. This data set provides a
better multivariate normality for the model under test. After the elimination of these
outliers, a slight improvement on normality is achieved.
7.4.2 Rejection of the Outliers
Bearing in mind the analysis of the profiles of the outliers described in detail in
Section 6.4.3 in the previous Chapter 6 on the issues of the rejection of outliers, it can
be seen that the main reasons for rejection of the outliers is due to their unusually
large values of the standard deviations in their scores in the questionnaires. The mean
standard deviation of the outliers is 1.59 compared to 0.82 for the whole samples of
289 respondents while their mean scores in the questionnaires is comparatively lower
than the samples' mean score of 4.8. The rejection of these outliers, as discussed in
Section 6.4.3, does not indicate any bias towards any industry segment nor company
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sizes and types. Therefore, the remaining sample of 278 is still a valid sample for the
subsequent data analysis.
7.4.3 Sample Size
Further reduction of the outliers might contribute to the improvement of the
multivariate normality of the data. However, a balance has to be made to allow
sufficient sample size for the subsequent data analysis. Subsequent to the detailed
reasons discussed in Section 6.4.4 on the adequacy of the sample sizes, these 278
samples left after the normality check fulfil the Hoelter's (1983) requirement on
sample size of about 200 for Maximum Likelihood structural equation modelling.
7.5 A profile of Scale Items
7.5.1 Scale Items
The scales were developed based on existing theories discussed in the literature
review, and the methodological convergence between perceptual and objective
assessments was also confirmed by a pilot test. The content validity of the scales was
evaluated by a panel of three independent judges who were senior academics in
university. Eventually, the final scale items for the field work can be outlined in the
following Table 7.3 to Table 7.6.
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Constructs Scale Item
Strategic Goals
(SG)
0I_A1 Clear definition of goals
QI—A2 Leadership in the industry
QI_A3 Continual improvement in performance
QI_A4 Enhance corporate image with ethical business
practice
Scope of the
Strategy Content
(SSC)
01 —A5 Diversification into other business
01 A6 Vertical integration
QI_A7 Expanding operations into other countries or
regions
QI_A8 Change the scope of business, with the method of
internal growth and/or divestment
QI A9
— Diversify through merger and/or acquisition
Competitive
Strategic
Orientation
(CSO)
QI_A10 Push to dominate
QIAl A l_ Venture supported by detailed studies and
analysis
QI_Al2 Critical internal assessment for effective cost
cutting and higher operational efficiency
QI —A13 Excel through better quality
QI_A14 Strategic alliance for synergy
QI_A15 Forward-looking and long-term partnership
QI_A16 Introduce new products/services a step ahead of
competitors
QI_A17 Encourage innovation
Table 7.3 Scale Items for the Content of Business Strategy
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Constructs Scale Item
Organisational
Aspects of
Business Strategy
Process
(OABSP)
QI_B1 Formal structure involving business and IT
managers
QI B2
— Formal process in assessing business
strategy
QI B3 Formal process in evaluating business plans
QI —B4 Looking for new business initiatives
Q1 —B5 Systematic documentation
QI B6
— Systematic coordination of planning process
QI B7
— Strategy process compatible with distinctive
business competence
QI B8
— Business review supported by effective IS
QI B9
— Effective communication and interaction
Individual Aspects
of Business
Strategy Process
(IABSP)
QI B10
— Continuous skill development
01 B11
—
Empowerment in the decision-making
process
QI B12
— Competent managerial skills for effective
strategy implementations
Technological
Aspects of
Business Strategy
Process
(TABSP)
QI B13
— IT support during the planning process
01 B14
—
Product/service differentiation due to IS
capabilities
QI B15
— Effective role of IS architecture in strategy
process
a)C)
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Sales Growth
(Sales gw)
Q1 C1
Q1 C2
—
Average gain in market share and sales
growth
Net Income
Growth
(Income_gw)
Q1 C3
— Cash flow position
Profitability
(Profit)
Q1 C4
Q1 C5
0106_
Average operating profit, return on
investment and return on sales
Table 7.4 Scale Items for the Process of Business Strategy and Performance
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Constructs Scale Item
Distinctive
Competence
(DC)
Q2_A1 Linking IS capabilities to strategic goals
Q2_A2 Provision of IS according to needs
Q2_A3 Provision of crucial information for new business
initiatives
Q2_A4 Support and strengthen business initiatives
Q2_A5 Enable formulation of new strategies
Q2_A6 Compatible with the scope the business
Organisational
Information
Quotient
(0IQ)
Q2
—
A7 Internal development involving both business and
IT personnel
Q2A8_ Ability to utilise leading edge technology
Q2
—
A9 Ability to design scalable platform
Q2_A10 Knowledge integration between business and IT
personnel
Q2_A11 Ability to design and use IS according to business
strategy
Q2_Al2 Awareness of systems security and procedures
Information
Systems
Infrastructure and
Governance
(ISIG )
Q2 A13_ Set up effective IS infrastructure
Q2 _ A14 Joint venture or outsourcing to meet strategic
goals
Q2_A15 Ability to manage and control outsourcing
relationship
Table 7.5	 Scale Items for the Content of IS Strategy
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Constructs Scale Item
Organisational
Aspects of IS
Strategy Process
(OAISP)
Q2_B1 Formal structure involving business and IT
managers
Q2 
—
B2 Formal process in assessing IS strategy
Q2 B3
— Formal process in evaluating IS plans
Q2 
—
B4 IS planning for new business initiatives
Q2 —B5 Systematic documentation
Q2 —B6 Systematic coordination of planning process
Q2 B7
— Process compatible with distinctive business
cornpetence
Q2 B8
— IS review oriented towards fulfilment of business
strategy
Q2 B9
— Effective communication and interaction
Individual Aspects
of IS Strategy
Process
(IABSP)
Q2 B10
— Continuous skill development
Q2 B11
— Empowerment in the decision-making process
Q2 B12
— Competent IS managerial skills for effective
strategy implementations
Technological
Aspects of
Business Strategy
Process
(TABSP)
Q2 B13
— IT support during the planning process
Q2 B14
—
Aiming for product/service differentiation due to IS
capabilities
Q2 B15
— Integrative role of IS architecture in strategy
process
Table 7.6 Scale Items for the Process of IS Strategy
All the scale items were measured on a 7-point Likert scale. These twelve
constructs should provide a comprehensive and parsimonious set of dimensions that
specify the characteristics of the content and process domains of IS and business
strategies.
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7.5.2 Scale Reliabilities and Characteristics
Before the hypothesis testing, it is necessary to test the reliabilities of the scales.
Despite its limitations in covariance structure estimation, Cronbach's alpha is the
most commonly used index of scale reliability. It is an appropriate method for a
preliminary examination of the reliabilities of the scale items, which would help to
purify the items before confirmatory factor analysis. The estimation of scale
reliabilities described here using Cronbach's alpha is only a preliminary procedure. In
the confirmatory factor analysis, which is necessary for the testing of the propositions,
the composite reliability developed by Fornell and Larcker (1981) would be more
appropriate. The figures from SPSS 11 shown in the following tables highlight the
reliabilities of the scale items in all the industry segments as well as the whole sample.
The descriptives of the scale items (e.g. means, standard deviations, and covariance
matrix) are shown in Appendix 8 and Appendix 9. The following Table 7.7 shows
descriptive statistics for the observed indicators of the business strategy.
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Indicators Means Standard Deviations
Ql_Al 5.3777 .8526
Q1_A2 4.5827 .8984
Q1_A3 4.8957 .8748
Q1_A4 5.3094 .8092
Q1_A5 4.7698 .9058
Q1_A6 3.8129 .9804
Q1_A7 4.3309 1.0774
Q1_A8 4.6511 .9408
Q1_A9 4.8129 .8836
Q1_A10 3.9856 .9423
Ql_All 4.0144 .9461
Q1_Al2 5.1906 .7946
Q1_A13 5.3273 .8480
Q1_A14 4.0863 .8910
Q1_A15 4.3417 .9280
Q1_A16 4.8237 .9732
Q1_A17 5.6763 .7900
Table 7.7 Means and Standard Deviations of Ql_Al to A1_A17
Reliabilities of the Scale (Cronbach's Alpha)
Scale Items
Overall
(n=278)
Banking
(n=99)
Finance
(n=103)
Shipping
Logistics
(n=76)
SG QI_A1 - QI_A4 0.724 0.659 0.715 0.790
SSC QI_A5 - QI_A9 0.486 0.298 0.503 0.652
CSO QI_A10 - QI_A17 0.696 0.705 0.650 0.753
OABSP QI_B1 - QI_B9 0.903 0.871 0.915 0.914
IABSP QI_B10 - QI_B12 0.817 0.821 0.802 0.830
TABSP QI_B13 - QI_B15 0.728 0.631 0.766 0.759
Performance Sales_gw,
I ncome_gw,
Profit
0.710 0.728 0.656 0.754
Table 7.8 Reliabilities of the Scale for Business Strategy
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Reliabilities of the Scale (Cronbach's Alpha)
Overall Banking Finance Shipping
Logistics
Scale Items (n=278) (n=99) (n=103)
(n=76)
DC Q2_A1 — Q2_A6 0.867 0.881 0.872 0.844
0/Q Q2_A7 — Q2_Al2 0.870 0.874 0.866 0.872
ISIG Q2_A13 — Q2_A15 0.812 0.752 0.856 0.809
OAISP Q2_B1 — Q2_B9 0.922 0.917 0.930 0.913
IAISP Q2_B10 — Q2_B12 0.801 0.706 0.798 0.858
TAISP _ Q2_B13 — Q2_B15 _	 0.817 0.803 _	 0.807 0.842
Table 7.9 Reliabilities of the Scale for IS Strategy
These figures show that, for each of the industry segment and the overall sample,
most of the constructs demonstrate satisfactory degree of reliability except for the SSC
(Alpha = 0.486) of the business strategy content. When all the individual industry
segments are investigated in turn, it is obvious that the banking industry has the worst
reliability figure (Alpha = 0.298). An examination of the item descriptives, such as
means and standard deviations of the scale items for the banking industry shown in
Appendix 10, does not indicate any severe deviation from the whole sample's profile
although item Q l_A7 has slightly higher standard deviation. Deletion of item Q1_A7
would only improve the reliability to slight slightly above 0.5 instead of 0.486 for the
whole sample. Hoverer, when this item is further examined in its theoretical context,
it is found that the item Q1_A7 refers to the strategy of geographical expansion in
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expanding one's business scope and is the only indicator in that aspect. Hence, it is
decided to retain this indicator in the scale for the later analysis for the sake of
complete representation of the scope of the strategy content.
Having purified the sample and verified the scale reliabilities, hypotheses testing
procedures can then be executed using the sample of 278 from all three industry
segments.
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7.6 Confirming the Constructs of IS and Business Strategies
7.6.1	 Testing Propositions 1 and 2
The testing of proposition 1 to 4 involves confirmatory factor analysis. The
models specified are treated as measurement models. The general SEM analysis
strategy described in Section 7.2 for the analysis of the measurement model will be
followed. For the sake of convenience, the testing of Propositionsl and 2 will be
discussed simultaneously as they all refer to the notion of IS strategy.
Proposition 1 (P1):
Distinctive Competence (DC), Organisational Information Quotient (OIQ), IS
Infrastructure and Governance (ISIG) are valid dimensions in the notion of the IS
strategy content domain (IS_Cont).
The measurement model can be specified by the following diagram:
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis
of the
Content Dimensions of IS Strategy
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Figure 7.1
	
Measurement Model for IS Strategy Content
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A confirmatory factor analysis of the data pertinent to content dimensions of the
IS strategy of the survey instrument Questionnaire II Part A is carried out using Amos
Version 4.0 in association with SPSS 11 . The purpose of this analysis is to test
whether Distinctive Competence (DC), Organisational Information Quotient (01Q),
and IS Infrastructure and Governance (ISIG) are significant dimensions in the
construct of the content domain of IS strategy.
Figure 7.1 shows the path diagram of the measurement model illustrating the
content dimensions of IS strategy. In this model, observed variables are represented by
squares (or rectangles depending on the aspect ratios of the diagrams) and latent
variables are represented by circles (or ellipses).
A straight arrow pointing from a latent variable to an observed variable indicates
the causal effects of the latent variables on the observed variable. Curved arrows
between two latent variables indicate that those variables are correlated.
In figure 7.1, the variables Distinctive Competence (DC), Organisational
Information Quotient (OIQ), and IS Infrastructure and Governance (ISIG) are latent
variables (unobserved exogenous). An exogenous variable is the one that acts as a
predictor or 'cause' for other variables in the model. Q2 Al through Q2 A 15 are_	 _
observed variables (observed endogenous) representing the scales of Question 1
through Question 15 in Part A of the survey instrument Questionnaire II. An
endogenous variable is the variable that is dependent in at least one causal
relationship. The circles labelled ddl through dd 15 in Figure 7.1 are called the unique
factors or errors in variables. The effects of these errors are unique to one and only
one observed variable.
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In the process of analysis, the following constraints are imposed on the model:
• All the unobserved exogenous variables (DC, 01Q, and ISIG) are assumed to be
correlated. This is a natural assumption as it is unclear at this stage even on
theoretical basis which pair of these variables is totally uncorrelated.
• The grouping of the observed variables (e.g. Q2_A 1 to Q2_A6, Q2_A7 to
Q2_Al2, and Q2_A13 to Q2_A15) showing that they are affected by the latent
variables DC, 01Q , and ISIG respectively is formulated according to the analysis
in the literature review, the operationalisation and also the content validity check
described in previous chapters.
• Each of the observed endogenous variables is affected by a corresponding unique
factor (error in variable).
• The correlations between the unique factors or errors in variables are assumed to
be uncorrelated as there is no theoretical support for the existence of such
correlations.
For all types of measurement models, it is found that for a model to be estimable,
it needs to be identified (Maruyama, 1998). That is to say, before attempting to
estimate the parameters in a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) or latent variable
structural equation modelling, the identification of the model needs to be investigated
to ensure that sufficient variance / covariance information from the observed variables
is available to uniquely estimate all the unknown parameters. In order to guarantee the
existence and uniqueness of parameter estimates, some guidelines have to be followed
(Mueller, 1996; Bollen, 1989):
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• A necessary condition for identification is that the number of parameters to be
estimated cannot exceed the number of non-redundant variances / covariances of
observed variables.
• Each latent variable in a model must be given a unit of measurement. This is
accomplished in CFA, by specifying the scale of a given latent variable (6) to
equal the scale of one of its indicator variables (Xi); that is to say, fix one of the
path coefficients, /Ifs, leading from the latent variable to an associated indicator
variable, to 1.0. Similarly in a general structural equation model, all exogenous
and endogenous latent variables and lir) should also have an assigned unit of
measurement. The process of model identification is a complex issue. However,
structural equation modelling programme such as Amos 4 provides information
about identification. If a model is not identified, an alert will be given for the
presence of the problem.
Similarly, Proposition 2 and its measurement model can be specified below:
Proposition 2 (P2):
Organisational Aspects of IS Strategy Process (OAISP), Individual Aspects of IS
Strategy Process (IAISP), and Technological Aspects of IS Strategy Process
(TAISP) are valid dimensions in the notion of the IS strategy process domain
(IS_Proc).
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Figure 7.2	 Measurement Model for IS Strategy Process
Analysis Results:
The detailed listings of the covariance matrix, the standardised regression weights,
model fit indices of the CFA by Amos are shown in Appendix 11 and 12. The
following information is extracted for the evaluation of the models.
7.6.1.1	 Assessing the Unidimensionality, Reliability and Convergent Validity
The key question here is to provide evidence to support whether the indicators are
conformal to the latent variables as shown in the respective measurement models. The
following table summarises the essential measures for the assessment of
unidimensionality, construct reliabilities and convergent validity.
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Model Fit Indices
(N=278)
IS Strategy
Content Dimensions
(Model A)
Process Dimensions
(Model B)
DC 01Q !SIG OAISP IAISP TAISP
Composite Reliability 0.867 0.874 0.815 0.924 0.803 0.818
(Fomell and Larcker, 1981)
Absolute Model
Fit
,e/df 3.540* 4.208*
GFI 0.870 0.852
RMR 0.057 0.049
NF1 0.880 0.868
Incremental Fit 1F1 0.911 0.896
TLI 0.892 0.874
CFI 0.910 0.896
Parsimonious AGFI 0.821 0.796
Fit
DC on: OAISP on:
Q2_A1 0.746 Q2_B1	 0.799
Standardised Regression Q2_A2	 0.718 Q2_B2	 0.743
Weights on Observed Q2_A3	 0.664 Q2_B3	 0.725
Endogenous Variables Q2_A4	 0.785 Q2_B4	 0.715
Q2_A5	 0.748 Q2_B5	 0.630
(P <0.0005) Q2_A6	 0.666 Q2_B6	 0.822
Q2_B7	 0.799
01Q on: Q2_B8	 0.817
Q2_A7	 0.481 Q2_B9	 0.755
Q2_A8	 0.772
Q2_A9	 0.709 IAISP on:
Q2_A10	 0.867 Q2_B10 0.777
Q2_A11	 0.711 Q2_B11	 0.715
Q2_Al2	 0.817 Q2_B12	 0.783
ISIG on: TAISP on:
Q2_A13	 0.837 Q2_B13	 0.763
Q2_A14	 0.696 Q2_B14
	 0.770
Q2_A15	 0.776 Q2_B15	 0.789
* P value <0.0005
Table 7.10	 Results for the Measurement Models of Propositions 1 and 2
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(A)	 Overall Model Fit:
Basically, assessment of unidimensionality involves the evaluation of the
goodness-of-fit of the measurement models. Assessing the absolute model fit
measures by goodness of fit indices such as x2/df (denoted as CMIN/DF in Amos),
GFI, and RMR.
The ratio of x2/df should be close to 1 for correct models. However, there is no
universal acceptance on how far one should let the ratio deviate from 1 before
concluding that a model is unsatisfactory. The views from various researchers on
this issue have not been unanimous. Carmines and McIver (1981) argue that: "...
Wheaton et al. (1977) suggest that the researcher also compute a relative chi-
square (x2/df) ... They suggest a ratio of approximately five or less 'as beginning
to be reasonable.' In our experience, however, / to degrees of freedom ratios in
the range of 2 to 1 or 3 to 1 are indicative of an acceptable fit between the
hypothesised model and the sample data." (Carmines and McIver, 1981, p. 80)
According to Marsh and Hocevar (1985), the requirement is more relaxed:
"...different researchers have recommended using ratios as low as 2 or as high as
5 to indicate a reasonable fit."
But according to Byrne (1989), a more stringent requirement for the x2/df ratio is
necessary to indicate an adequate model fit: "...it seems clear that a x 2/df ratio >
2.00 represents an inadequate fit." (Byrne, 1989, p. 55)
The z 2 Adf values for these two measurement models are 3.540 and 4.208
respectively, indicating that they are quite far from the perfect fit indices of 1.
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However, bearing in mind that the method of maximum likelihood is very
sensitive to the sample size when it is over 200, and that there are no correlations
being imposed on the measurement errors of the indicators for better model
improvement indices, it can still be reasonable to say that the data still fit the
models marginally. / / df ratio should not the only indictor of the quality of the
models, other indices have to be considered for the unidimensionality.
The Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) is always between zero and one, where unity
indicates a perfect fit. The Root Mean Square Residual (RMR) is the square root
of the average squared amount by which the sample variances and covariances
differ from their estimates obtained under the assumption the model is correct.
The smaller the RMR is, the better would be the model fit. An RMR of zero
indicates a perfect fit (Arbuckle, 1997, p.568-571).
(B)	 Incremental Fit:
The incremental fit measures compare the proposed model to a comparison model
specified by the researcher. In this study, the baseline model is the null model or
called the "Independence Model" as specified by Amos, representing the "worst
fitting" model. The most common worst-fitting model is the one that has only the
variances from the variance/covariance matrix. That model is also called the "null
model" because it fits only the variances and assumes all that all covariances are 0.
Then, the theoretical model is viewed as falling along a continuum between the
null model and the best fit model that perfectly fits the observed data. This best fit
model is known as "saturated model" with x2 = 0. The indicative ratios are: the
Bentler-Bonett (1980) Normed Fit Index (NFI), Bollen's (1986) Relative Fit Index
Chapter 7	 248
(RFI), Bollen's (1989) Incremental Fit Index (IFI), Tucker and Lewis' (1973)
Tucker-Lewis Coefficient (TLI), and Bentler's (1990) Comparative Fit Index
(CFI). All these values, if they are close to 1, should indicate a very good fit.
All the incremental fit indices shown in Table 7.10 are close to 0.9 and some of
them are even higher than 0.9, reflecting a good fit for both models.
(C) Parsimonious Fit:
The Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) suggested by Mulaik et al. (1989) has
an upper limit of 1, which indicates a perfect fit. The ratios of 0.821 and 0.796 for
the models indicate that they are reasonably parsimonious.
(D) Composite Reliabilities:
Reliability is a measure of the internal consistency of the construct indicators,
depicting the degree to which they 'indicate' the common latent (unobserved)
construct. More reliable measures provide the researcher with greater confidence
that the individual indicators are all consistent in their measurements. The
composite reliabilities shown in Table 7.10 are calculated according to Fornell and
Larcker's (1981) definition of the reliability of a latent variable. All the reliability
figures are all greater than 0.7 (lowest 0.803, highest 0.924), demonstrating very
high degree of internal consistency of the observable indicators.
(E) Regression Weights:
The standardised regression weights, which are also known as the loading factors,
of the latent variables on the observed endogenous variables are all in the
perceived directions and their magnitudes indicate significant regressions towards
the latent variables. All the signs are consistent with the theory. The ranges of
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standardised regression weights spread from 0.481 to 0.867 for IS strategy content
dimensions, and 0.630 to 0.822 for the process dimensions. According to Chin
(1998), standardised paths should be at least 0.20 and ideally above 0.30 in order
to be considered meaningful. Thus, standardised path regression weights in these
two models indicate a strong relationship between the latent constructs and the
indicator variables.
(F)	 Discussion on Unidimensionality, Reliabilities and Convergent Validity:
The values of the various parameter estimates shown in Table 7.10 provide strong
evidence for the unidimensionality of the constructs specified in the two
measurement models so that the latent variables are uniquely specified by the
respective indicators. This is supported by the following arguments:
• The fit indices with respect to the overall model fit, incremental model fit and
parsimonious fit are all satisfactory and significant (p < 0.0005).
• The construct reliabilities based on Fornell and Larcker's (1981) method are
all greater than 0.7, demonstrating strong internal consistency of the
observable indicators.
• The standardised regress weights are all in the hypothesised direction and
greater than 0.3 and significant (p <0.0005).
As for the convergent validity, Dunn et al. (1994) argue that if the factor loadings
are statistically significant, then convergent validity exists. Convergent validity
can also be assessed by the direction and magnitude of the standardised regression
weight or the ratios between the factor loadings to their standard errors known as t
—values (Marsh and Hocevar, 1985). Chin (1988) specifies the cut-off value of 0.3
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for standardised loadings for meaningful interpretation of convergent validity. The
larger the factor loadings as compared with their standard errors, the stronger
would be the evidence that the measured variables represent the underlying
constructs (Bollen, 1989). The following table shows the strengths of the t-values.
IS Strategy
(t-values)
Content Dimensions Process Dimensions
Reg. Standard t-value Reg. Standard t-value
Weights errors Weights errors
DC on: OAISP
02_A1 1.000 - - on:
Q2_A2 0.877 0.074 11.851 Q2_B1 1.000 - -
Q2_A3 0.747 0.069 10.826 Q2 B2 1.029 0.144 7.146
Q2_A4 1.026 0.079 12.987 Q2_B3 1.192 0.174 6.851
Q2_A5 1.007 0.082 12.280 Q2_B4 0.861 0.154 5.591
Q2_A6 0.864 0.079 10.937 Q2_B5 0.803 0.139 5.777
Q2_B6 1.162 0.152 7.645
2 gOl.7 : Q2_B7 1.030 0.151 6.821
Q2 A7 1.000 -
- Q2 B8 1.112 0.155 7.174
02:A8 1.504 0.188 8.000 Q2_B9 0.757 0.130 5.823
Q2 A9 1.368 0.178 7.685
Q2:A10 1.836 0.220 8.345 IAISP on:
Q2_A11 1.298 0.169 7.680 Q2_B10 1.000 - -
Q2_Al2 1.405 0.172 8.169 Q2_B11 0.944 0.135 6.993
Q2_B12 1.101 0.13 8.469
ISIG on:
Q2_A13 1.000 - - TAISP on:
02_A14 0.853 0.069 12.362 Q2 B13 1.000 - -
Q2_A15 0.850 0.059 14.407 Q2_B14 1.031 0.144 7.160
Q2_B15 1.030 0.139 7.410
Table 7.11	 t-values for the IS Strategy Models
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All these t-values are greater than 12.5761, implying that they are considered
significant already at 0.01 level. Thus all indicators are significantly related to their
specified constructs verifying the posited relationships among indicators and the latent
variables. Taken together, the model fit indices, the composite reliabilities, the
magnitude and direction of the standardised regression weights, the t-values, all
confirm the convergent validity of the model.
7.6.1.2	 Discriminant Validity
For discriminant validity, it is necessary to verify that the scales developed to
measure the different constructs of the measurement model of the IS strategy content
are indeed measuring the different constructs.
Fornell and Larcker (1981) argue that the shared average variance extracted
(AVE) by the latent variables in the measurement model can be used to evaluate the
discriminant validity. To fully satisfy the discriminant validity, the variance extracted
for each of the latent variables should be larger than the squared correlation between
the constructs.
The correlations of parameter estimates can be examined to see if there are any
very large correlations. If two or more parameters are highly correlated, the model
might have a problem of discriminant validity. The values of the square of the
correlations for the latent variables are tabulated and the average variances extracted
by them are shown in Table 7.12.
For the IS strategy content dimensions, the correlations between DC, OIQ, ISIG,
are considered to be large. Although all the latent variables extract more than 50% of
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the variances, according to Fornell and Larcker' criterion, the IS content dimensions
do not demonstrate sufficient discriminant validity while the process dimensions of
the IS strategy are more satisfactory.
IS Strategy
Content Dimensions
(squared correlation)
Process Dimensions
(squared correlation)
AVE DC 01Q ISIG AVE OAISP IAISP TAISP
DC 0.522 1 OAISP 0.575 1
01Q 0.543 0.764 1 IAISP 0.576 0.398 1
ISIG 0.596 0.704 0.808 1 TAISP 0.599 0.530 0.752 1
Figures in italics are the squared corrections between constructs
AVE: Average variance extracted according to Fornell and Larcker (1981)
Table 7.12	 Discriminant Validity Check for IS Strategy
For the IS strategy process dimensions, all the constructs OAISP, IAISP and TAISP
have higher values of the average variances extracted than the squared correlations
between the constructs with the exception of squared correlation between TAISP and
IAISP. This implies a better design of the Questionnaire II Part B than the Part A of
the instrument in discriminating specified constructs.
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7.6.1.3	 Conclusions on the Testing of Propositions 1 and 2
Putting all these together, the measurement models for the content and process
dimensions of IS strategy demonstrate strong unidimensionality, high composite
reliabilities, strong convergent validity but marginally satisfactory discriminant
validity.
Consequently, the specified model which defines the relationships of DC, OIQ and
ISIG fits the data reliably well according to the absolute model fit indices ( x2/df
=3.540; GFI=0.870; RMR=0.057), incremental fit indices (NFI=0.880, IFI=0.911,
TLI=0.892, CFI=0.910), and parsimonious fit indices (AGFI=0.821). The quality of
the model is supported by the strengths of the regression weights, all significant at p <
0.0005 level, small standard errors, and that all the latent variables are suitably
measured by their corresponding observed variables as indicated by the strong
composite reliabilities, and strong convergent validity. Although OIQ — ISIG, and OIQ
-DC have higher correlations and thus reduce the discriminant validity of the model,
the Proposition 1 (P1) that Distinctive Competence (DC), Organisational Information
Quotient (01Q), IS Infrastructure and Governance (ISIG) are valid dimensions in the
notion of the IS strategy content domain (IS_Cont) can be reasonably accepted.
Similarly, since the model specifying the latent variables of the process
dimensions of IS strategy also has comparably good model quality with respect to
reliabilities, convergent validity, and better discriminant validity, the Proposition 2
(P2) that Organisational Aspects of IS Strategy Process (OAISP), Individual Aspects
of IS Strategy Process (IAISP), and Technological Aspects of IS Strategy Process
(TAISP) are valid dimensions in the notion of the IS strategy process domain
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(IS_Proc) can be accepted ( 2 /cif =4.208, GFI=0.852; RMR=0.049), incremental fit
indices (NFI=0.868, IFI=0.896, TLI=0.874, CFI=0.896), and parsimonious fit indices
(AGFI=0.796).
7.6.2	 Testing Propositions 3 and 4
Proposition 3 (P3): 
Strategic Goals (SG), Scope of Strategy Content (SSC), and Competitive Strategic
Orientation (CSO) are valid dimensions in the notion of the business strategy
content domain (BS_Cont).
Proposition 4 (P4): 
Organisational Aspects of Business Strategy Process (OABSP), Individual Aspects
of Business Strategy Process (IABSP), and Technological Aspects of Business
Strategy Process (TABSP) are valid dimensions in the notion of the business
strategy process domain (BS_Proc).
The propositions 3 and 4 refer to the content and process dimensions of business
strategy, which have been hypothesised to comprise the specified constructs. The
measurement models are shown in following Figures 7.3 and 7.4.
Figure 7.3 shows the measurement model for the business strategy content. In this
model, all the errors for the indicator variables are assumed to be uncorrelated. In
Figure 7.4, which shows the measurement model for the business strategy process,
there is reason to assume that the errors related to the indicator variables Q1 Bl,
Q1 B2, and Q1 B3 are correlated because they all refer to the use of formal
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organisational structure in the planning and implementation processes of business
strategy. The choice of the answers on the Likert scale with respect to one of these
three questions might affect the choice of answers on the other two questions. The
other scales are assumed to be uncorrelated because they are intended in that way.
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Figure 7.3	 Measurement Model for Business Strategy Content
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Figure 7.4	 Process Dimensions of Business Strategy
The details of the sample covariance matrices and the analysis output from the
computer programme in relation to these two models are shown in the Appendices 13
and 14. The essential data are extracted in the following tables for the discussion of
the reliabilities, convergent validity and discriminant validity of the models.
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Model Fit Indices
Business Strategy
Content Dimensions
(Model C)
Process Dimensions
(Model D)
SG SSC CSO OABSP IABSP TABSP
Composite Reliability 0.775 0.506 0.698 0.896 0.819 0.815
(Fomell and Larcker, 1981)
Absolute X2/df 3.571 4.819
Model Fit GFI 0.832 0.842
RMR 0.068 0.080
NFI 0.625 0.843
Incremental IF! 0.698 0.872
Fit TLI 0.639 0.838
CFI 0.692 0.871
Parsimonious AGFI 0.779 0.774
Fit
SG on: OABSP on:
Q1_A1 0.642 Q1_B1
	 0.550
Standardised Regression Q1_A2	 0.676 Q1_B2
	 0.545
Weights on Observed 01_A3	 0.527 Q1_B3	 0.642
Endogenous Variables 01_A4	 0.678 Q1_B4	 0.568
Q1_B5
	 0.715
(P < 0.0005) SSC on: Q1_B6	 0.803
Q1_A5 0.435 Q1_B7	 0.810
Q1_A6	 0.479 Q1_B8	 0.800
Q1_A7	 0.319 Q1_B9
	 0.819
Q1_A8	 0.422
01_A9	 0.404 IABSP on:
Q1_B10	 0.815
CSO on: Q1_B11	 0.770
Q1_A10	 0.357 Q1_B12	 0.742
01_A11	 0.555
01_Al2	 0.502 TABSP on:
Q1_A13	 0.421 Q1_B13	 0.721
01_A14	 0.433 Q1_B14	 0.665
Q1_A15	 0.516 Q1_B15	 0.679
01_A16	 0.535
Q1_A17	 0.463
Table 7.13 Results for the Measurement Models of Propositions 3 and 4
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7.6.2.1 Discussion on Unidimensionality, Reliabilities and Convergent Validity
The figures in Table 7.13 indicate that the process model (Model D) is
deteriorated in the absolute model fit with a x 2 /df of 4.819, compared with the 3.571
of the content model (Model C), but is still less than 5 and within the acceptable range.
Other incremental fit and parsimonious fit indices all support the unidimensionality of
the models, with Model D exhibits better incremental fit indices (GFI = 0.842) when
compared to a base line (worst-fit model) model.
However, when the loading factors are examined, the standardised regression
weights of the latent variables of the content model (Model C) do not exhibit the same
degree of strength as those in the process model. Although they are in the right
theoretical directions, the loading factors range from 0.319 to 0.678, which are the
weakest in the four models under consideration. Despite this, they still satisfy Chin's
(1998) requirement of a standardised loading to be greater than 0.3 for meaningful
interpretations. Model D, which is the business strategy process model, exhibits strong
standardised regression weights on all the observed endogenous variables (weakest
0.545, strongest 0.819).
All the latent variables in the two measurement models exhibit high composite
reliabilities with the only exception of SSC (0.506). The composite reliabilities are in
the range of 0.7 to 0.9, indicating a strong internal consistency of the observable
indicators.
When the regression weights of the models are examined according to Bullen's
(1989) t-values as shown in Table 7.14, they all support a strong convergent validity.
All the t-values are significant at p <0.0005 level.
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Business Strategy
(t-values)
Content Dimensions Process Dimensions
Constructs Observed t-value Constructs Observed t-value
Indicators Indicators
SG 01_A1 - OABSP Q1 B1_ -
Q1_A2 8.461 Q1 B2_ 11.555
Q1_A3 7.045 Q1 B3_ 10.283
Q1_A4 8.474 Q1 B4 7.581
Q1_B5 8.794
SSC Q1_A5 - Q1 B6
_
9.386
Q1 A6 4.684 Q1 _B7 9.433
Q1=A7 3.664 Q1 B8 9.370
Q1_A8 4.382 Q1 B9_ 9.484
01_A9 4.274
IABSP Q1 B10— -
CSO Q1_A10 - Q1	 B11
—
13.510
01_A11 4.776 Q1 B12_ 12.938
Q1_Al2 4.604
Q1_A13 4.265
Q1 A14 4.326 TABSP Q1 B13 -
Q1=A15 4.655 Q1 B14_ 8.841
Q1_A16 4.715 Q1 B15_ 8.958
Q1_A17 4.457
Table 7.14	 (-values for the Business Strategy Models
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7.6.2.2 Discriminant Validity
Discriminant validities of the measurement models for the business strategy can be
evaluated in a similar way according to the Fornell and Larcker (1981) criterion of the
average variance extracted (AVE) for the constructs of the model.
Business Strategy
Content Dimensions
(squared correlation)
Process Dimensions
(squared correlation)
AVE SG SSC CSO AVE OABSP IABSP TABSP
SG 0.402 1 OABSP 0.495 1
SSC 0.172 0.497 1 IABSP 0.602 0.762 1
CSO 0.227 0.566 0.576 1 TABSP 0.596 0.433 0.425 1
Figures in italics are the squared corrections between constructs
AVE: Average Variance Extracted according to Fornell and Larcker (1981)
Table 7.15	 Discriminant Validity Check for Business Strategy
With respect to the business strategy content dimensions, the three underlying
constructs are found to be correlated with the coefficients of correlation ranging
from 0.705 to 0.759. Applying the criterion of Fornell and Larcker, the average
variances extracted by these constructs are found to be smaller than the squared
correlations between each pair of the constructs and also smaller than 0.5 in
magnitudes. Hence, these three constructs can be said to have poor discriminant
validities. As for the process dimensions of the business strategy, all the three
constructs OABSP, IABSP and TABSP extract larger amount of the variances with
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AVE ranging from 0.495 to 0.602, and they are found to be greater than two of the
squared correlations of the constructs. Hence, the discriminant validities of the
business process dimensions are better than that of the business strategy content
model.
7.6.2.3 Conclusions on the Testing of Propositions 3 and 4
Although the business strategy content dimensions suffer from poor discriminant
validities, they have high composite reliabilities and reasonable model fit indices,
which all indicate a strong convergent validity. It is understood that the poor
discriminant validities for the content model are mainly due to the answers related to
the questions in Part A of the instrument Questionnaire I, which might have defects in
discriminating different aspects of the business strategy content dimensions. When the
whole instrument is assessed as a whole, it still validly extracts the essential aspects of
the content dimensions. As for the process dimensions, the specified constructs
exhibit satisfactory overall unidimensionality, reliabilities, convergent validities and
discriminant validities.
Consequently, the specified measurement model which defines the relationships of
SG, SSC and CSO fits the data reliably well according to the absolute model fit indices
( x 2 klf =3.571; GFI=0.832; RMR=0.068), incremental fit indices (NFI=0.625,
IFI=0.698, TLI=0.639, CFI=0.692), and parsimonious fit indices (AGFI=0.779). The
quality of the model is supported by the strengths of the regression weights, all
significant at p < 0.0005 level, and that all the latent variables are validly measured by
their corresponding observed variables as indicated by the strong composite
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reliabilities, and strong convergent validity. Although SG, SSC and CSO have poor
discriminant validities, the Proposition 3 (P3) that Strategic Goals (SG), Scope of
Strategy Content (SSC), Competitive Strategic Orientation (CSO) are valid
dimensions in the notion of the business strategy content domain (BS_Cont) can be
reasonably accepted.
Similarly, since the model specifying the latent variables of the process
dimensions of business strategy has better model quality with respect to reliabilities,
convergent validity, and better discriminant validity, the Proposition 4 (P4) that
Organisational Aspects of Business Strategy Process (OABSP), Individual Aspects of
Business Strategy Process (IABSP), and Technological Aspects of Business Strategy
Process (TABSP) are valid dimensions in the notion of the business strategy process
domain (BS_Proc) can be accepted ( ,r 2 klf =4.819, GFI=0.842; RMR=0.080),
incremental fit indices (NFI=0.843, IFI=0.872, TLI=0.838, CFI=0.871), and
parsimonious fit indices (AGFI=0.774).
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7.7 Testing Hypothesis 1 (H1)
Null Hypothesis (H1_0):
"The strategic alignment types F1, F2, F3, and F4 between the content and process
domains of the business strategy and IS strategy have significantly the same
impact on business performance as the direct effects of the individual content and
process domains acting alone."
Alternate Hypothesis (H1_1):
"The strategic alignment types F1, F2, F3, and F4 between the content and process
domains of the business strategy and IS strategy have significantly a greater
impact on business performance than the direct effects of the individual content
and process domains acting alone."
This hypothesis assesses the one-dimensional direct effects of the content and
process of IS strategy and business strategy on business performance and then
contrasts with the effects on business performance due to two-dimensional strategic
fit. Structural equation modelling can provide evidence that the content and process
dimensions of IS could have direct impacts on the business performance of a
company.
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7.7.1	 Assessing the Direct Effects of a Single Strategy Domain
Using the established Models A for the content dimension of IS strategy the direct
effects of the content dimension of IS strategy on business performance can be
assessed using the Model A_P shown in Figure 7.5:
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Figure 7.5	 Direct Effects of the Content Dimensions of IS Strategy
on Business Performance (Model B1 P)
In order to avoid duplicated and redundant descriptions, the path diagrams, input
covariance matrices and the output of the SEM analysis for other direct effect models
are shown in Appendices 15, 16, 17 and 18.
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7.7.1.1 The Measurement Models
Figure 7.5 utilises the previously established Model A of the content dimensions
of the IS strategy and the direct effect on business performance is manifested by the
single-headed arrow on the latent variable "Performance" which has been
operationalised to comprise three indicators: sales growth rate (Sales gw), net income
growth (Income_gw), and profitability (Profit). The content constructs DC, OIQ , and
ISIG of the IS strategy are specified as the latent exogenous variables with causal
effects on the unobserved endogenous variable Performance.
Although it is commonly perceived that good strategy process or simply a good
strategy itself would lead to good business performance, empirical results indicate that
this is not as simple as that. Tables 7.16 summarises the essential characteristics of the
measurement model for the direct effects of IS strategy.
Chapter 7	 266
Direct Effects of IS Strategy on Performance
Content Dimensions
(Model A)
Process Dimensions
(Model B)
DC 01Q ISIG Perform- OAISP IAISP TAISP Perform-
ance ance
Average
Variance 0.522 0.542 0.595 0.479 0.598 0.576 0.598 0.481
Extracted(AVE)
Composite
Reliability 0.867 0.874 0.814 0.725 0.924 0.802 0.817 0.722
(Fomell and
Larcker, 1981)
DC on: t-value OAISP on: t-value
Standardised Q2_A1 0.746 -
Regression Q2_A2	 0.718 12.257 Q2 B1	 0.799_ -
Weights on Q2_A3	 0.664 11.006 Q2 B2	 0.743_ 13.605
Observed Q2_A4	 0.785 13.163 Q2 B3	 0.725_ 13.170
Endogenous Q2_A5	 0.748 12.294 Q2 B4	 0.715_ 12.952
Variables Q2_A6	 0.666 11.040 Q2 B5	 0.630_ 11.092
(P < 0.0005 ) Q2 B6	 0.822_ 15.542
01Q on: Q2 B7	 0.799_ 14.965
Q2_A7	 0.481 - Q2 B8	 0.817_ 15.418
Q2_A8	 0.772 7.977 Q2 _B9	 0.755 13.892
Q2_A9	 0.709 7.689
Q2_A10	 0.867 8.342 IAISP on:
Q2_A11	 0.711 7.700 Q2 _B10	 0.777 -
Q2_Al2	 0.817 8.162 Q2 _B11	 0.715 11.618
Q2_B12	 0.783 12.798
ISIG on:
Q2_A13	 0.837 - TAISP on:
Q2_A14	 0.696 12.408 Q2_B13	 0.781 -
Q2_A15	 0.776 14.402 Q2_B14	 0.765 13.546
Q2_B15	 0.774 13.757
Performance:
Performance:
Profit
	 0.803 -
Sales_gw	 0.754 9.532 Profit	 0.878 -
Income_gw 0.696 6.886 Sales_gw
	 0.692 6.891
- Income_gw 0.440 10.871
Table 7.16	 Characteristics of the Measurement Model (IS Strategy Direct Effects)
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The composite reliabilities in the measurement models are recalculated according
to the new parameters specified in the measurement models. For the constructs of the
IS strategy, the composite reliabilities remain the same. The new construct
Performance, which is the unobserved endogenous variable, has composite
reliabilities of 0.725 and 0.722 in the content and process direct effect models
respectively, indicating high internal consistency of this construct.
All the standardised loadings and the (-values on the indicator variables are strong
and significant, and also in the perceived directions. All these confirm the convergent
validities of the measurement models.
As for the discriminant validity, all the constructs for the IS strategy have basically
the same values of the average variance extracted as discussed in the confirmatory
factor analysis sections, and they are all above the 50% threshold. The new construct
Performance in these two measurement models extract 47.9% and 48.1% of the
variances in the models. Although they are slightly below the 0.5 thresholds, they are
all close to it. When compared with the squared correlations between the content and
process constructs, the direct effects models have similar degree of discriminant
validities as the CFA measurement models since all the constructs have similar
squared correlations. Judging from the strengths and directions of the standardised
regression weights, (-values, reliabilities and the average variance extracted, it is
reasonable to say that, for all these constructs, the indicators are sufficient in terms of
how the measurement models are specified in their present forms.
Similarly, the characteristics of the measurement models for the direct effects of
business strategy on business performance can be summarised in Table 7.17.
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Direct Effects of Business Strategy on Performance
Content Dimensions
(Model C_P)
Process Dimensions
(Model D_P)
SG SSC CSO Perform- OABSP IABSP TABSP Perform-
ance ance
Average
Variance 0.402 0.171 0.227 0.481 0.495 0.602 0.474 0.481
Extracted(AVE)
Composite
Reliability 0.717 0.504 0.698 0.728 0.896 0.819 0.729 0.728
(Fomell and
Larcker, 1981)
SG on: t-value OABSP on: t-value
Standardised Q1_A1 0.639 - Q1 B1	 0.549_ -
Regression Q1_A2	 0.678 8.655 Q1 B2	 0.541 11.518
Weights on Q1_A3	 0.546 7.358 Q1 B3	 0.643_ 10.280
Observed Q1_A4	 0.678 8.525 Q1 B4	 0.566_ 7.557
Endogenous Q1 B5	 0.715_ 8.791
Variables SSC on: Q1 B6	 0.803_ 9.376
(P < 0.0005) Q1_A5	 0.429 - Q1 B7	 0.808_ 9.408
Q1_A6	 0.467 4.609 Q1 B8	 0.803_ 9.373
Q1_A7	 0.332 3.760 Q1 B9	 0.819_ 9.471
Q1_A8	 0.425 4.386
Q1_A9	 0.400 4.235 IABSP on:
Q1_B10	 0.807 -
CSO on: Q1 B11	 0.777_ 13.655
Q1_A10	 0.354 - Q1 B12	 0.742_ 12.924
Q1 A11	 0.554 4.740
Q11Al2	 0.510 4.604 TABSP on:
Q1_A13	 0.418 4.231 Q1 B13	 0.726_ -
Q1_A14	 0.429 4.281 Q1 B14	 0.672_ 9.399
Q1_A15	 0.509 4.600 Q1 B15	 0.665_ 9.320
Q1_A16	 0.535 4.684
Q1_A17	 0.470 4.456
Performance: Performance:
Profit	 0.782 - Profit	 0.808 -
Sales_gw	 0.761 8.499 Sales_gw	 0.739 9.312
I ncome_gw 0.501 6.998 Income_gw 0.494 7.119
Table 7.17	 Characteristics of the Measurement Model
(Business Strategy Direct Effects)
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The measurement models for the business strategy direct effects show similar
convergent and discriminant validity measures for the constructs of the content and
process dimensions in the CFA models. The latent variable Performance also shows
high reliabilities (0.728 both) and strong standardised regression weights, which are
all significant at p < 0.0005. Although the discriminant validities for the constructs are
not ideal as the variances extracted by SSC and CSO are particularly low (0.171 and
0.227 respectively), others are approaching the 0.5 thresholds with IABSP well above
it. Putting things together, it is reasonable to assume that, for all constructs of the
business strategy dimensions, the indicators are sufficient in specifying the
measurement models in their present forms.
7.7.1.2 Analysis of the Structural Models
Having assessed the aspects of the measurement models, it is now necessary to
examine the causal relationships between the content and process dimensions of IS
and business strategies on business performance. The structural model depicting the
causal relationship between IS strategy content and business performance is shown in
Figure 7.5 and other similar causal models are shown in the appendices. For easy
comparison of different structural models, the model fit indices are summarised in the
following Table 7.18.
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Model Fit
Types of Direct Effects Due to Single Strategy Domain
Indices IS Content
Dimensions
(IS_Cont)
IS Process
Dimensions
(IS_Proc)
Business
Strategy
Content
Dimensions
(BS_Cont)
Business
Strategy
Process
Dimensions
(BS_Proc)
X 2 Iclf
3.193 3.876 3.272 4.063
GFI 0.858 0.845 0.825 0.841
RMR 0.060 0.058 0.069 0.075
NFI 0.859 0.846 0.629 0.826
IFI 0.899 0.881 0.709 0.863
TLI 0.879 0.858 0.656 0.832
CFI 0.898 0.880 0.703 0.861
AGFI 0.812 0.794 0.776 0.784
RMSEA 0.089 0.102 0.091 0.105
AIC 495.843 584.016 628.541 601.981
Standardized
Direct Effect
on Business
Performance
ISIG : -0.245*
0/Q:	 -0.238*
DC:	 1.012
TAISP:	 1.733
IAISP:	 -0.780
OAISP: -0.311*
SG:	 0.739
CSO: -0.395*
SSC: 0.059*
OABSP: -0.830
IABSP:	 0.672
TABSP: 0.673
R2
(Performance) 0.408 0.829 0.291 0.471
The standardised regression weights marked * are not significant at 0.05 level.
Others are all significant at P<0.005.
Table 7.18	 Direct Effects of a Single Dimension
Chapter 7	 271
The results of fitting the structural models into the data indicate that all the
structural models have a good fit as indicated by Z2 /df (3.193, 3.876, 3.272 and
4.063 respectively); incremental fit indices TLI (0.879, 0.858, 0.656 and 0.832
respectively); parsimonious fit indices AGFI (0.812, 0.794, 0.776, and 0.784
respectively).
The indices of RMSEA and AIC are also included here for later comparison with
the two-dimensional strategic models.
An overall coefficient of determination (R 2 ) is calculated for the endogenous
variable Performance in the structural models since all the constructs are hypothesised
to have causal effects on it. The values of R 2 are shown in Table 7.18 to indicate the
amount of variances explained in Performance. For the direct effects on business
performance due to the constructs of IS strategy content, R 2 is 0.408. In other words,
40.8% of variation in business performance can be explained by the latent variables
DC, 01Q and ISIG of the IS strategy content dimensions. Similarly, the table also
shows the values of R 2 of Performance due to other constructs.
Although the R 2 values are satisfactory, it is also necessary to evaluate the
direction of the causal effects on business performance due to the latent variables. The
direct effects here mean the direct causal effects that go directly from the exogenous
variables (e.g. latent constructs of the IS or business strategies) to the endogenous
variable (e.g. business performance). However, for the structural models assessed in
this section, the direct effects of the latent variables on business performance are not
found to be uniform and satisfactory. For example, the direct effects of ISIG (IS
Infrastructure and Governance) and OIQ (Organizational Information Quotient) on
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Performance are neither significant nor in the desired directions (standardized direct
effects on Performance: ISIG = -0.245, OIQ = -0.238, both are not significant at p =
0.05 level). Similar situations can be found from Table 7.18 for the direct effects of a
single domain of business strategy or IS strategy on business performance. These
estimates indicate that the single domain direct effects are not sufficient to explain
their causal effects on business performance although all the models possess
satisfactory overall model fit indices and parsimony estimates. That is to say, although
the direct effect models have good model fit indices, they do not fully predict the
variability of the dependent variable Performance with its predictors, which are
represented by the latent constructs of the respective strategy dimensions in the path
diagrams.
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7.7.2	 Assessing the Effects of the Two-Dimensional Strategic Alignments
It has been identified that there are altogether four different types of two-
dimensional fit, which might be significantly related to business performance:
• Strategic fit (F 1 ) among the content and process dimensions of IS strategy.
• Strategic fit (F 2) among the content and process dimensions of business strategy.
• Strategic fit (F3 ) among the content dimensions of IS strategy and business
strategy.
• Strategic fit (F4) among the process dimensions of IS strategy and business
strategy.
A two-dimensional fit model specifying the relationship F 1
 is shown below in
Figure 7.6.
IS Strategic Fit
Fl
Effects of the Strategic Fit (F1)
between the Content and Process Dimensions
of IS Strategy on
Business Performance (Model: IS_Fit)
V
erformance\ol
1
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Figure 7.6
	 Strategic Fit between the IS Strategy Content and Process Domains
Chapter 7
	
274
In this model, the IS Strategic Fit F 1 is specified as the unobserved exogenous
variable, having effects on the content and process dimensions of IS strategy as well
as the business performance. The sample correlation and covariance matrices, and also
the listing of the analysis are shown in Appendix 19. For the sake of clarity, the path
diagrams for the strategic fit types F2, F3 and F4, plus their sample correlation and
covariance matrices, and the fit measures are shown in Appendices 20, 21 and 22
respectively.
7.7.2.1	 The Measurement Models
The characteristics of the measurement model for the strategic fit F 1 are
summarised in Table 7.19. Although the individual dimensions have been confirmed
in the confirmatory factor analysis, the Fornell and Larcker reliabilities and the
average variances extracted by the latent constructs are calculated again for this
particular model. It can be seen that all the constructs till exhibit high reliabilities. All
the standardised regression weights and the corresponding t-values from the latent
constructs to their respective observable endogenous indicators are sufficiently strong
and significant at p < 0.0005. All these indicate strong convergent validities of the
constructs. With the introduction of an unobservable exogenous variable, the model
becomes more complicated. However, Performance is still responsible for 48% of the
variance in the model. As for the latent constructs, the average variance extracted
ranges from 0.395 to 0.503, indicating reasonable discriminant validities of the
constructs. The measurement model characteristics for other strategic fit F2, F3 and F4
are summarised in Tables 7.20, 7.21, 7.22 for easy comparisons.
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Strategic Fit F1
IS Strategy Content
Dimensions
IS Strategy Process
Dimensions
Perform-
ance DC 0IQ ISIG OAISP IAISP TAISP
Average
,
Variance 0.480 0.395 0.431 0.496 0.452 0.406 0.503
Extracted
(AVE)
Composite
Reliability 0.724 0.797 0.814 0.746 0.880 0.672 0.752
DC on: t-value OAISP on: t-value
Standardised Q2_A1 0.640 -
Regression Weights on Q2_A2	 0.644 9.651 Q2 B1	 0.728_ -
Observed Endogenous Q2_A3	 0.595 9.022 Q2 _B2	 0.717 13.605
Variables Q2_A4	 0.658 9.830 Q2 _B3	 0.652 13.170
Q2_A5	 0.626 9.425 Q2 _B4	 0.601 12.952
(P < 0.0005) Q2_A6	 0.608 9.193 Q2 -B5	 0.537 11.092
Q2_B6	 0.695 15.542
2Q_E_7: Q2 _B7	 0.721 14.965
Q2 A7 0.367 - Q2_B8	 0.721 15.418
Q2=A8	 0.705 5.987 Q2 _B9	 0.653 13.892
Q2_A9	 0.653 5.857
Q2 A10	 0.761 6.104 IAISP on:
021A11	 0.650 5.848 Q2 _B10
	 0.660 -
Q2_Al2	 0.726 6.033 Q2 _B11	 0.617 11.618
Q2_B12	 0.634 12.798
ISIG on:
02_A13 0.719 - TAISP on:
Q2_A14	 0.675 11.166 02_B13	 0.718 -
Q2_A15	 0.717 11.891 Q2 _B14	 0.708 13.546
Q2_B15	 0.701 13.757
Performance:	 t-value
Profit
	
0.838
	 -
Sales_gw	 0.724	 9.734
Income_gw	 0.461	 6.823
Table 7.19	 Characteristics of the Measurement Model for F1
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Strategic Fit F2
Perform-
Business Strategy Content
Dimensions
Business Strategy Process
Dimensions
ance SG SSC CSO OABSP IABSP TABSP
Average
Variance 0.481 0.225 0.135 0.481 0.452 0.539 0.296
Extracted
(AVE)
Composite
Reliability 0.728 0.532 0.436 0.728 0.880 0.778 0.555
SG on: t-value OABSP on: t-value
Standardised Q1_A1 0.474 - Q1 B1	 0.580_ -
Regression Weights on Q1_A2	 0.424 5.689 Q1 B2	 0.567 12.220
Observed Endogenous Q1_A3	 0.397 5.432 Q1 _B3	 0.629 10.668
Variables Q1_A4	 0.582 6.928 Q1 _B4	 0.569 7.981
Q1_B5	 0.677 9.042
(P<0.01) SSC on: Q1 -B6	 0.724 9.462
Q1_A5 0.302 - Q1 _B7	 0.728 9.497
Q1_A6	 0.357 3.929 Q1 _B8	 0.743 9.623
Q1_A7	 0.370 3.995 Q1 _B9	 0.790 9.998
Q1_A8	 0.389 4.080
Q1_A9	 0.411 4.175 IABSP on:
Q1_B10	 0.749 -
CSO on: Q1_B11	 0.713 12.123
Q1_A10 0.203 - Q1 _B12	 0.741 12.648
Q1_A11	 0.303 2.799
Q1_Al2	 0.453 3.096 TABSP on:
Q1 A13	 0.406 3.030 Q1_B13	 0.624 -
Q1=A14	 0.267 2.678 Q1 _B14	 0.483 7.302
Q1_A15	 0.251 2.612 Q1 _B15	 0.516 7.739
Q1 A16	 0.279 2.722
Q1=A17	 0.459 3.102
Performance:	 t-value
Profit	 0.808	 -
Sales_gw	 0.736	 7.974
Income_gw	 0.498	 6.791
Table 7.20	 Characteristics of the Measurement Model for F2
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Strategic Fit F3
Perform-
IS Strategy Content
Dimensions
Business Strategy Content
Dimensions
ance DC 0/Q ISIG SG SSC CSO
Average
Variance 0.480 0.458 0.497 0.530 0.230 0.095 0.089
Extracted
(AVE)
Composite
Reliability 0.727 0.835 0.852 0.771 0.543 0.326 0.412
DC on: t-value SG on: t-value
Standardised 02_A1 0.704 - Q1_A1 0.503 -
Regression Weights on Q2_A2	 0.694 11.178 Q1_A2	 0.422 5.889
Observed Endogenous Q2_A3	 0.611 9.856 Q1_A3	 0.494 6.583
Variables Q2_A4	 0.739 11.896 Q1_A4	 0.493 6.572
Q2_A5	 0.679 10.935
(P<0.01 except those Q2_A6	 0.627 10.107 SSC on:
marked *)
_a_7: -01Q
Q1_A5	 0.262
Q1_A6	 0.266 3. 38
02_A7 0.441
- Q1_A7	 0.453 3.887
Q2_A8	 0.718 7.188 Q1_A8
	 0.304 3.354
Q2_A9	 0.673 7.004 Q1
	
0.195_A9 2.601
Q2_A10	 0.835 7.571
Q2_A11	 0.701 7.118 CSO on:
Q2_Al2	 0.794 7.450 Q1_A10	 0.114 -
Q1_A11	 0.222 1.662*
ISIG on: Q1_Al2	 0.431 1.810*
Q2_A13 0.778
- Q1 A13	 0.292 1.742*
Q2_A14	 0.672 11.828 Q11A14
	 0.229 1.668*
Q2_A15	 0.730 13.063 Q1 A15	 0.366_ 1.787*
Q1_A16	 0.239 1.687*
Q1_A17	 0.371 1.789*
Performance:	 t-value
Profit	 0.799	 -
Sales_gw	 0.752	 7.974
Income_gw	 0.486
	
6.791
Table 7.21	 Characteristics of the Measurement Model for F3
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9.092
6.738
Strategic Fit F4
Perform-
ance
IS Strategy Process
Dimensions
Business Strategy Process
Dimensions
OAISP IAISP TAISP OABSP IABSP TABSP
Average
Variance 0.481 0.474 0.485 0.479 0.374 0.460 0.309
Extracted
(AVE)
Composite
Reliability 0.725 0.890 0.738 0.734 0.842 0.719 0.571
OAISP on: t-value OABSP on: t-value
Standardised
Regression Weights on Q2_B1	 0.724 Q1_B1	 0.574
Observed Endogenous Q2_B2	 0.738 12.309 Q1_B2	 0.595 12.594
Variables Q2_B3	 0.723 12.035 Q1_B3	 0.638 10.783
Q2_B4
	 0.642 10.644 Q1_B4	 0.525 7.544
(P < 0.0005 ) Q2_B5	 0.629 10.415 Q1_B5	 0.526 7.551
Q2_B6
	 0.694 11.547 Q1_B6	 0.618 8.516
Q2_B7	 0.725 12.08 Q1_B7	 0.638 8.716
Q2_B8	 0.681 11.314 Q1_B8	 0.643 8.757
Q2_B9	 0.632 10.466 Q1_B9	 0.719 9.447
IAISP on: IABSP on:
Q2_B10 0.736 Q1_B10	 0.699
Q2_B11
	 0.676 11.389 Q1_B11	 0.680 10.94
Q2_B12	 0.676 11.392 Q1_B12	 0.656 10.573
TAISP on: TABSP on:
Q2_B13 0.677 Q1_B13	 0.606
Q2_B14
	 0.696 10.858 Q1_B14	 0.486 7.32
Q2_B15	 0.703 10.946 Q1_B15	 0.569 8.34
Performance:	 t-value
Profit 0.857
Sales_gw 0.703
I ncome_gw 0.464
Table 7.22	 Characteristics of the Measurement Model for F4
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It can be seen from the reliability values in these tables that all the latent
constructs still exhibit high internal consistency with their observable endogenous
indicators with the possible exception of SSC. This defect has actually been identified
in the confirmatory factor analysis described in Section 7.6.2. The variable
Performance consistently exhibits strong reliability and accounts for about 50% of the
variance extracted indicating strong discriminant validity for this variable. All the
standardised regression weights are in the hypothesised direction and are significant at
least at p = 0.01 level, with the exception for those from CSO. The t-values for the
regression weights from CSO are comparatively lower than the t-values from the other
variables. Since the models are becoming more complicated than the single domain
models described in the confirmatory factor analysis, the average variances extracted
by the latent constructs are still reasonably high (30% to 50%), but with the exception
of the content dimensions in the business strategy domain (AVE for SSC=0.095,
CS0=0.089). This might imply the inherent defects for these two constructs in the
strategic fit model F3. For consistent comparison purpose, no amendment is made to
this model at this moment.
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7.7.2.2	 Analysis of the Structural Models
The main feature of all the structural models with respect to the two-dimensional
strategic fit is that there exists an unobserved exogenous variable called Strategic Fit
F 1 (or F2 F2, F3 or F4). This unobserved latent strategic fit variable is hypothesised to
have causal effects on business performance. The following table summarises the
estimates of the all the four structural models (Table 7.23).
The standardized direct effects of all these strategic fit types are sufficiently strong
(0.349 to 0.607) and are all in the expected directions. The standardised direct effect
values of 0.607, 0.349, 0.504 and 0.547 respectively for the four different types of
two-dimensional strategic fit F 1 to F4 indicate that they are rather consistent despite
the changes in strategic fit types. The R 2 values for Performance, that is to say, the
combined effect of Strategic Fit F 1 to F4 on business performance for individual
models are 0.368 (36.8%), 0.122 (12.2%), 0.254 (25.4%) and 0.3 (30%) of the
variances in Performance. The low R 2 value for F2 is expected because the latent
variables SSC and CSO have low average variance extracted in the measurement
model. As for F 1 and F4, the R 2 values are satisfactory.
Chapter 7	 281
Model Fit
Indices
Types of Direct Effects Due to Two-dimensional Fit
Strategic Fit
Type F i
Strategic Fit
Type F2
Strategic Fit
Type F3
Strategic Fit
Type F4
X2 /df
5.126 3.963 3.659 5.548
GFI 0.568 0.642 0.673 0.556
RMR 0.091 0.087 0.079 0.095
NFI 0.629 0.567 0.590 0.611
I Fl 0.678 0.637 0.664 0.657
TLI 0.654 0.608 0.640 0.630
CFI 0.677 0.634 0.662 0.655
AGFI 0.510 0.595 0.632 0.493
RMSEA 0.122 0.103 0.098 0.128
AIC 2666.370 2351.474 2187.511 2864.229
Standardized
Direct Effect
on Business
Performance
0.607 0.349 0.504 0.547
R2
(Performance) 0.368 0.122 0.254 0.300
All estimates significant at P < 0.0005
Table 7.23	 Estimates for the Two-Dimensional Strategic Fit Structural Models
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The absolute model fit indices )(2 /df (Type F 1 : 5.126, Type F2: 3.963, Type F3:
3.659, Type F4: 5.548, p < 0.0005) and other fit indices values with respect to the
incremental fit and parsimonious fit indices shown in Table 7.23 indicate that the
model fits quite well with the observed data. However, these absolute fit indices
cannot be used to compare directly with the direct effect models discussed in the
preceding section because the two types of models (direct effect and two-dimensional
fit models) are not nested models. Generally speaking, models can be said to be nested
whenever one model has all the same free parameters as does a second model but also
has other free parameters not shared by the other model (Maruyama, 1998). In other
words, the two models are equivalent except for a subset of free parameters in one
model that are fixed or constraint in the other model. The two-dimensional strategic fit
models types F 1 -F4 are nested models within their own category, and so as the four
direct effect models; but the two-dimensional fit models and the direct effect models
are not nested models because there is an additional construct called "strategic fit"
before the variable "Performance". Hence, it would not be appropriate to say that a
)(2 /df =5.126 for the F 1—fit model (Figure 7.6) is worse than the 3.193 of the direct
effect model of IS strategy content dimension (Figure 7.5) due to the fact that these
indices are not directly comparable.
For non-nested models, there are other fit indices that are useful primarily because
of their ability to order models from best fitting to worst fitting. In general, these
indices do not have ideal values to attain but provide a relative ordering of different
models for a single data set.
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These statistics are the Akaike Information Criteria (AIC) (Akaike, 1987) and
Steiger's (1990) Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), which is a
discrepancy per degree of freedom test much like a root mean square. The model fit
assessment for the two-dimensional fit and the direct effect models are tabulated in
Table 7.24 and Table 7.25.
Fi F2 F3 F4
RMSEA AIC RMSEA AIC RMSEA AIC RMSEA AIC
Theoretical
Model (Mt) 0.122 2666.4 0.103 2351.5 0.098 2187.5 0.128 2964.2
Saturated model
(Ms) 1122.0 1260.0 1260.0 1122.0
Independence
Model (Mi) 0.208 6896.0 0.165 5164.6 0.163 5057.1 0.211 7076.4
Model
comparisons:
IMt-Msl - 1544.4 - 1091.5 - 927.5 - 1842.2
IMt-Mil 0.086 4229.6 0.062 2813.1 0.065 2870 0.08 4112.2
IMt-Ms1/1Mi-Ms1 - 0.27 - 0.28 - 0.24 - 0.31
Table 7.24	 Fit Tests for Two-Dimensional Fit Models
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IS_Cont IS_Proc BS Cont_ BS_Proc
RMSEA AIC RMSEA AIC RMSEA AIC RMSEA AIC
Theoretical
Model (Mt) 0.089 495.8 0.102 584.0 0.091 628.5 0.105 602.0
Saturated model
(Ms) - 342.0 - 342.0 - 420.0 - 342.0
Independence
Model (Mi) 0.256 2962.2 0.27 3283.4 0.154 1484.8 0.256 2975.8
Model
comparison:
IMt-Msl
- 153.8 - 242.0 - 208.5 - 260.0
IMi-Mtl 0.167 2466.36 0.168 2699.4 0.063 856.3 0.15 2373.8
IMt-Ms1/1Mi-Ms1 - 0.06 - 0.08 - 0.20 - 0.10
Table 7.25	 Fit Tests for Direct Effect Models
The fit indices for comparing non-nested models indicate that the hypothesised
models do not provide an exact fit for all the two-dimensional strategic alignments (F1
to F4) but provide only reasonably acceptable approximations (RMSEA = 0.122,
0.103, 0.098, and 0.128). RMSEA is the "root mean square error of approximation"
and is used as a measure to indicate the closeness of the fit of the model in relation to
the degrees of freedom. A value of RMSEA = 0 indicates an exact fit (Browne and
Cudeck, 1993). However, the use of RMSEA is rather subjective in assessing the
model fit. Browne and Cudeck argue that there might be reasonable error of
approximation for a model with RMSEA greater than 0.1. When these models are
also considered with respect to their complexity, it is still reasonable to say that these
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2
RMSEA values, together with the X /df values, support the model approximations for
F1 to F4, since they are close to 0.1.
The AIC is a complicated measure since the figures themselves do not indicate
much on the approximation of the models. Since the AIC value theoretically
represents the position of the theoretical model on a continuum of best fit model to the
worst fit model, the model comparison index IMt-Ms1/1M1-MsI indicates how well the
AIC of the theoretical model situates on the continuum between independence model
(worst fit) to saturated model (best fit). The values of 0.24 to 0.31 for the two-
dimensional fit models indicate how far they deviate from the best-fit end of the
model estimation than the direct effect models (0.06 to 0.20). The worst fit model
comes from business strategy content dimensions. The overall implication is that
although these two types of models cannot be classified as nested models, the
goodness of fit measures for the two-dimensional strategic fit models are worse than
that of the direct effect models.
7.7.2.3	 Conclusions on the Testing of Hypothesis 1
The significant direct effect estimates and the results of the model fit indices
indicate that the two-dimensional fit models, which are mainly based on the
covariation between the two separate content and process domains of IS or business
strategy, are indeed better models than the one-dimensional direct effect models. This
means that the interactive nature of the first-order latent variables would be
responsible for the direct impacts on business performance. Although the standardized
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direct effects on business performance for all these models (F 1 through F4) are just
moderate, their meanings are quite clear:
• F 1 signifies that firm's strategic IS planning within a particular competitive
strategy is positively associated with the company financial performance.
• F2 reinforces the traditional perception of content-process-performance
relationship according to Des, Gupta and Hill (1995).
• F3 confirms that, at the higher-order level, a strategic fit between business
strategic orientation and IS strategic orientation has more predictive validity
than does either of these individual orientations. This finding coincides with
that of Chan et al. (1997).
2
• Although F4 has the worst model fit indices among the four types (Z /df =
5.548), it provides empirical support for the causal effect of the internal
consistency between the strategy processes of IS and business strategies on
business performance (standardised direct effect = 0.547).
Theoretically, the two-dimensional fit models (F 1 through F4) are proved to be
better models than the single domain direct models, which have insignificant and
reversed direct effects on business performance. The results indicate that the strategic
fit between IS strategy and business strategy is an antecedent for better business
performance.
Bearing all these in mind, the null hypothesis H1_0: "The strategic alignment
types F1, F2, F3, and F4 between the content and process domains of the business
strategy and IS strategy have significantly the same impact on business performance
as the direct effects of the individual content and process domains acting alone." can
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be rejected and the alternate hypothesis can be accepted (Acceptable absolute model
fit indices for F 1 , F2, F3, and F4: )(2 /df = 5.126, 3.963, 3.659, and 5.548 respectively;
RMR=0.091, 0.087, 0.079, and 0.095 respectively; satisfactory incremental fit indices
IFI = 0.678, 0.637, 0.664 and 0.657 respectively; satisfactory parsimonious fit indices
AGFI = 0.510, 0.595, 0.632, and 0.493; and significant standardised direct effects on
business performance: F 1 =0.607, F2=0.349, F3=0.504, F4=0.547; p < 0.0005 one
tailed).
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7.8 Testing Hypothesis 2 (H2)
The null and alternate hypotheses have been specified as:
Null Hypothesis (H2_0):
"The cross domain strategic alignment types Fx1, FX2, FX3, and Fx4 between the
business strategy and IS strategy have significantly the same impact on business
performance as the two-dimensional strategic alignment types F t, F2, F3, and F4."
Alternate Hypothesis (H2_1):
"The cross domain strategic alignment types Fx1, FX2, FX3, and Fx4 between the
business strategy and IS strategy have significantly a greater impact on business
performance than the two-dimensional strategic alignment types F t, F2, F3, and
F4 ''. 
In order to test this hypothesis, it is necessary to look first at the effects of the
three-dimensional strategic fit and then contrast the results with that of the previous
two-dimensional strategic fit models. According to the criterion discussed in the
preceding section on nested models, the three-dimensional and the two-dimensional
fit models are nested models so that their absolute fit indices can be compared
directly.
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7.8.1 Assessing the Effects of the Three-Dimensional Strategic Fit on Business
Performance
The three-dimensional fit consists of four models, i.e. the IS strategy with either
one of the content or process dimensions of business strategy; or business strategy
with either one of the content or process dimensions of IS strategy. These multi-
domain relationships involve three domains linked up concurrently. Theoretically,
four distinct types of cross-domain strategic alignment have been specified in this
thesis.
The cross-domain strategic alignment Fx, (Figure 7.7) should be interpreted in
such a perspective that it involves the assessment of the implications of implementing
the chosen business strategy through the appropriate IS strategy content and the
articulation of the required IS strategy process. The underpinning theoretical
proposition for this model is that the content and process dimensions of IS strategy
should be aligned with the firm's declared business strategy.
Other similar three-dimensional strategic fit models are given in Figures 7.8, 7.9,
and 7.10. The sample covariance matrices for these models and the details of the
analysis listings are given in Appendices 23, 24, 25 and 26 respectively. Having
specified the path diagrams, the measurement model fit estimates will be discussed in
the next section.
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7.8.1.1 The Measurement Models
As the models are getting more complex and involving three domains
simultaneously, it would be necessary to investigate how the reliabilities and the
average variance extracted change with the complexity of the models. The
characteristics of the measurement models are outlined in the following Tables 7.26,
7.27, 7.28 and 7.29.
As for the measurement model for Fr i , the estimates for the reliabilities and
AVE in the measurement model are similar to that obtained in the two-dimensional fit
models. With the exception of SSC, all constructs exhibit reasonably high reliabilities.
With few exceptions, all the standardised loadings are well above the 0.3 thresholds,
implying very strong associations with the underlying constructs. Again, the weakest
loadings are related to the SSC latent variable. All the standardised loadings, together
with those from SSC, are significant at p < 0.05 level, implying very strong convergent
validity.
The IS content and process dimensions demonstrate satisfactory average variance
extracted (AVE). Similar to the previous findings, the AVE from SSC is only
marginally satisfactory. For genuine comparison of the three-dimensional and two-
dimensional strategic fit models, no amendment to the model is made at this stage.
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Strategic Fit Fx1
(Measurement Model)
Estimates
Business Strategy
Content Dimensions
IS Strategy Content
Dimensions
IS Strategy Process
Dimensions
SG SSC CSO DC 01Q ISIG OAISP IAISP TAISP
AVE 0.251 0.114 0.089 0.390 0.424 0.500 0.442 0.420 0.516
Reliability 0.572 0.372 0.418 0.793 0.809 0.749 0.876 0.685 0.761
SG on: DC on: OAISP on:
01_A1 0.498 Q2_A1 0.644 Q2 B1_	 0.722
Q1_A2	 0.472 Q2_A2	 0.645 Q2 B2_	 0.716
Q1_A3	 0.467 Q2_A3	 0.582 Q2 B3_	 0.646
Q1_A4	 0.562 Q2_A4	 0.653 Q2 B4_	 0.593
Q2 A5	 0.620 Q2 B5_	 0.542
SSC on: Q2_A6	 0.599 Q2 B6	 0.680_
Q2 B7	 0.718
Q1_A5	 0.254 C2gorn _	 0.705Q2 B8
Q1_A6	 0.276 Q2 B9	 0.635
Q1 
-
A7	 0.497 Q2_A7	 0.366
_
c4-4 d Q1_A8	 0.352 Q2_A8	 0.695 IAISP on:
ril v Q 1 _A9	 0.242 Q2 A9	 0.647
.ca c..)
a) Q2_A10	 0.755 Q2_ B10	 0.676....
..s72.	 03
--d
CSO on: 02A11	 0.640 02 _B11	 0.620
Q1_A10	 0.163"d	 (13cu ,P=ci) -
02Al2	 0.726 Q2 _B12	 0.648
,- •
g)
CZ$	 (/)
Q1_A11	 0.258
Q1_Al2	 0.400
ISIG on: TAISP on:
c9 °it Q1_A13	 0.331 Q2 A13	 0.719 Q2 _B13	 0.723
cn Q1_A14	 0.207 Q2_A14	 0.671 Q2 _B14	 0.722
Q1_A15	 0.330 Q2_A15	 0.729 Q2 _B15	 0.709
Q1_A16	 0.215
Q1_A17	 0.386
Performance on: (Reliability= 0.724, AVE=0.479)
profit	 0.831
incom_gw	 0.465
sales_gw	 0.729
Table 7.26 Characteristics of the Measurement Model for Fx1
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Strategic Fit Fx2
(Measurement Model)
Estimates
Business Strategy
Process Dimensions
IS Strategy Content
Dimensions
IS Strategy Process
Dimensions
OABSP IABSP TABSP DC 01Q ISIG OAISP IAISP TAISP
AVE 0.327 0.432 0.294 0.311 0.384 0.500 0.445 0.464 0.496
Reliability 0.812 0.695 0.551 0.723 0.782 0.749 0.878 0.722 0.747
OABSP on: DC on: OAISP on:
Q1_B1	 0.578 Q2_A1 0.624 Q2 B1_	 0.716
Q1_B2	 0.581 02_A2	 0.594 Q2 B2_	 0.730
Q1_B3	 0.612 Q2_A3	 0.563 Q2 B3	 0.679
Q1_B4	 0.466 Q2_A4	 0.624 Q2 B4_	 0.595
Q1_B5	 0.480 Q2_A5	 0.612 Q2 B5_	 0.565
Q1_B6	 0.555 Q2_A6	 0.566 Q2 B6	 0.675
Q1_B7	 0.587 Q2_B7	 0.717
Q1_B8	 0.577 01Q on: Q2 B8_	 0.687
rn ---
-,--,	 Lo
C.)	 c•
Q1 
_ 
B9	 0.684
Q2_A7	 0.330
Q2 _B9	 0.622
<4-.3 c)(4-, c) IABSP on: Q2_A8	 0.664 IAISP on:
W ci Q2_A9	 0.608
r) v(1)	 0- Q1 B10	 0.663_ Q2_A10	 0.707 Q2 _B10	 0.721
13
Q1_B11	 0.63 Q2_A11	 0.611 Q2 _B11	 0.663
-ct 1Q	 B12	 0.678_ Q2_Al2	 0.716 Q2 B12	 0.658(13(3-)	 0 _
-c, c TABSP on: ISIG on: TAISP on:
377)
'0	 C7)
=ct < Q1 B13	 0.579_ Q2_A13	 0.724 Q2 _B13	 0.706
v) Q1 B14
	 0.43 Q2_A14	 0.658 Q2 _B14	 0.702
Q1_B15	 0.602 Q2_A15	 0.736 Q2 _B15	 0.705
Performance on: (Reliability= 0.724, AVE=0.480)
profit	 0.843
incom_gw	 0.466
sales_gw	 0.716
Table 7.27 Characteristics of the Measurement Model for FX2
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Strategic Fit FX3
(Measurement Model)
Estimates
Business Strategy
Content Dimensions
Business Strategy
Process Dimensions
IS Strategy Content
Dimensions
SG SSC CSO OABSP IABSP TABSP DC 01Q ISIG
AVE 0.258 0.123 0.108 0.325 0.451 0.286 0.389 0.413 0.535
Reliability 0.580 0.406 0.470 0.811 0.710 0.539 0.792 0.802 0.775
SG on: OABSP on: DC on:
Q1_A1 0.521 Q1_B1	 0.579 Q2_A1 0.667
Q1 A2	 0.447 Q1 B2	 0.556 Q2_A2	 0.616
Q1=A3	 0.488
_
Q1_B3	 0.587 Q2_A3	 0.567
Q1_A4	 0.568 Q1_B4	 0.449 Q2_A4	 0.672
Q1	 0.52_B5 Q2_A5	 0.646
SSC on: Q1_B6	 0.558 Q2_A6	 0.567
Q1 B7	 0.588
Q1_A5	 0.301 Q1 B8	 0.579 OIQ on:
En Q1_A6	 0.324
_
Q1B9	 0.687
Q1_A7	 0.452
_
Q2_A7	 0.368
Q1_A8	 0.359 IABSP on: Q2_A8	 0.661
LL	 v 01_A9	 0.296 Q2 A9	 0.608
C.)	 Ca-
a)	 .,,
;.	 co
•-
 --
CSO on:
01 B10	 0.665_
Q1	 B11
	 0.612
Q2_A10	 0.738
02_A11	 0.635d_
•-cs ca3 Q1 B12	 0.732 Q2_Al2	 0.765CL) 4=u) _ Q1 A5_	 0.301 _
-6" En
.
Q1 A6
	 0.324 TABSP on: ISIG on:
°),,ti Q1=A7	 0.452
g .3, Q1_A8	 0.359 Q1 B13	 0.58 Q2_A13	 0.771
v) Q1_A9	 0.296
_
Q1_B14	 0.405 Q2_A14	 0.656
Q1_A5	 0.301 Q1_B15	 0.598 Q2_A15	 0.762
Q1 A6	 0.324
Q1=A7	 0.452
Performance on: (Reliability= 0.727, AVE=0.480)
profit	 0.812
incom_gw	 0.487
sales_gw	 0.738
Table 7.28 Characteristics of the Measurement Model for FX3
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Strategic Fit Fx4
(Measurement Model)
Estimates
Business Strategy
Content Dimensions
Business Strategy
Process Dimensions
IS Strategy Process
Dimensions
SG SSC CSO OABSP IABSP TABSP OAISP IAISP TAISP
AVE 0.252 0.133 0.100 0.370 0.476 0.327 0.452 0.490 0.490
Reliability 0.569 0.425 0.452 0.840 0.732 0.592 0.881 0.742 0.742
SG on: OABSP on: OAISP on:
01_A1 0.480 Q1_B1	 0.576 Q2 B1_	 0.711
Q1_A2	 0.477 Q1_B2	 0.588 Q2 B2_	 0.728
Q1_A3	 0.419 Q1_B3	 0.623 Q2 B3_	 0.701
Q1_A4	 0.613 Q1_B4	 0.532 Q2 B4_	 0.621
Q1_B5	 0.53 Q2 B5_	 0.62
SSC on: Q1_B6	 0.612 Q2 B6	 0.67
Q1 B7	 0.629
_
Q2 B7
_	
0.717
Q1_A5	 0.271
_
Q1_B8	 0.642 Q2 B8_	 0.662
Q1_A6	 0.314 Q1 B9	 0.719 Q2 B9_	 0.609
Pi L-Fc Q1 A7	 0.462
_
Lc#11 cv)
Q1=A8	 0.403
Q1_A9	 0.340
IABSP on: IAISP on:
(1) - Q1 _B10	 0.71 Q2 _ B10	 0.744
. 6'	 (u CSO on: Q1	 0.68_B11 Q2 B11	 0.669
co Q1 B12	 0.68
_
Q2 B12	 0.684
(I)	 LI=v) .- Q1_A10	 0.206
_
;-5 cS 01_A11	 0.297 TABSP on: TAISP on:
. (7)
. 
Q1 Al2	 0.4
= ‹-
.`5 -
cn
Q1 -_A13	 0.397
Q1_A14	 0.233
01 B13	 0.622_
Q1_814	 0.506
Q2 _B13	 0.681
Q2 _B14	 0.711
Q1_A15	 0.266 Q1_B15	 0.582 Q2 _B15	 0.708
Q1_A16	 0.222
Q1_A17	 0.417
Performance on: (Reliability= 0.725, AVE=0.481)
profit	 0.846
incom_gw	 0.469
sales_gw	 0.712
-
Table 7.29 Characteristics of the Measurement Model for FX4
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7.8.1.2 Analysis of the Structural Models
The structural model for the strategic type Fx, is examined first.
a) Assessing the overall model fit:
The absolute model fit indices from the Amos 4 analysis indicate that the
proposed three-dimensional Model F1 has good model fit indices, although its
complicated structure consists of 101 parameters with 1174 degrees of freedom.
2
The value of X /df = 3.955 indicates a satisfactorily good fit for such complicated
model structure. GFI = 0.538 and RMR = 0.083 also indicate that the ratios are
slightly better than the previous simpler models F1, F2 and F4 of the two-
dimensional structures.
b) Assessing the incremental model fit:
The incremental fit measures have the following values:
Normed Fit Index (NFI) = 0.515
Incremental Fit Index (IFI) = 0.587
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) = 0.567
Comparative Fit Index = 0.585
All these measures indicate that Model Fx i fits reasonably well for the
hypothesised cross-domain strategic fit between the IS strategy and the content
domain of business strategy.
c) Assessing the parsimonious fit indices:
The parsimonious fit measures AGFI = 0.498 indicate that although the proposed
model has a complicated structure of 101 parameters, it is reasonably
parsimonious with 1174 degrees of freedom.
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d) Examination of the direct effects:
Structurally, the higher-order construct three-dimensional strategic fit Fx 1 has
significant and positive impacts on all the latent variables and business
performance as shown in the following table (Table 7.30):
Standardised Direct Effects of Fx1
Domains Names of Latent
Variables
Standardised Direct
Effects
Business Performance Performance 0.598
(R 2 = 0.357)
IS Strategy Content
DC 1
0IQ 1
ISIG 1
IS Strategy Process
OAISP 1
IAISP 1
TAISP 1
Business Strategy
Content
SG 1
SSC 1
CSO 1
Table 7.30	 Direct Effects of the Structural Model for Fx1
In the one-dimensional direct effect models of IS strategy, the standardised
direct effects of ISIG, OIQ, OAISP and IAISP (both in the content and process
domains of IS strategy) on Performance have been found to be in the reversed
direction (-0.245, -0.238, -0.311 and -0.780 respectively). For the content domain
of business strategy, the direct effect of CSO on Performance has also been found
to be in the reversed direction and not significant even at 0.05 level. However, in
this three-dimensional model, the effects of the higher-order variable Fx 1 on all the
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latent variables are standardised to 1 and are all in the expected directions.
Consequently, the effect of Fx, on Performance demonstrates a reasonably strong
direct effect (0.598, standardised) and also in the right direction. The combined
effect of the three-dimensional strategic fit achieves an R 2 value of 0.357,
representing 35.7% of the variance in business performance being extracted.
These results validly manifest that, the three-dimensional model which specifies
the covariation between the IS strategy (content and process) and the content
dimension of business strategy, is indeed a more sophisticated model than the
individual one-dimensional direct effect and the two-dimensional models in
explaining the impact on business performance. This evidently supports the
argument that, with the existence of the covariation among the latent variables of
the IS strategy and the content dimension of business strategy, termed Fx 1 , the
proposed three-dimensional model is more sophisticated and valid than the
individual direct effect models and also the two dimensional models.
e) Comparing with Other Structural Models
Conceptually, Fx2 should be perceived as the impacts of the strategic fit between
the content and process dimensions of the IS strategy and also the process of the
formulation of the business strategy on business performance.
On the other hand, Fx3 indicates the feasibility of the modification of business
strategy with the emerging IS capabilities. Given the renewed dimensions of IS
strategy, the distinct competence of the firm's business can be further clarified, the
scope of business strategy can be redefined, new products or services can be
Chapter 7	 302
identified, and the external linkage with other business partners can be re-structured.
Fx4 represents the traditional view that the best strategic options are determined
through the appropriate planning and implementation processes of the IS and business
strategies.
A table showing the results of the analysis on all the structural models would
facilitate meaningful comparisons between the various forms of strategic fit. This is
shown in the following Table 7.31:
Model Fit
Indices
Types of Cross-domain
Strategic Alignments
Types of Direct Effects Due to
Two-dimensional Fit
FX1 FX2 FX3 FX4 F1 F2 F3 Fel.
X2 /df
3.955 4.962 4.161 4.139 5.126 3.963 3.659 5.548
GFI 0.538 0.474 0.506 0.525 0.568 0.642 0.673 0.556
RMR 0.083 0.101 0.099 0.086 0.091 0.087 0.079 0.095
NFI 0.515 0.529 0.482 0.507 0.629 0.567 0.590 0.611
IFI 0.587 0.585 0.550 0.575 0.678 0.637 0.664 0.657
TLI 0.567 0.562 0.526 0.553 0.654 0.608 0.640 0.630
CFI 0.585 0.583 0.547 0.572 0.677 0.634 0.662 0.655
AGFI 0.498 0.425 0.462 0.483 0.510 0.595 0.632 0.493
Standardized
Direct Effects
on Business
Performance
R2
0.598
0.357
0.567
0.321
0.477
0.228
0.538
0.290
0.607
0.368
0.349
0.122
0.504
0.254
0.547
0.300
Table 7.31 Comparisons of 2-Dimensional and 3-Dimensional Models
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The model fit indices for the cross-domain strategic alignment types Fx, through
Fx4 are very similar except that model Fx2 has deteriorated absolute model fit index
2	 2
( X /df = 4.962). The respective X /df values and the incremental fit indices confirm
that these models have acceptable absolute model fit indices and are reasonably
parsimonious.
The standardized direct causal effects of these alignment types (Fx i = 0.598, Fx2 =
0.567, Fx3 = 0.477, Fx4 = 0.538) on business performance are in general only better
than the two-dimensional strategic alignment type of F2. Other standardised direct
effect estimates do not exhibit much improvement over the two-dimensional fit
models. The R 2 values for the three-dimensional strategic fit models indicate that the
latent strategic fit constructs Fx i to Fx4 achieve sufficient amount of the variance in
Performance (22.8% to 35.7%). However, it can also be seen that there is not much
improvement over the two-dimensional strategic fit models. From these figures, there
is no sufficient evidence to say that three-dimensional strategic fit models are
definitely better than the two-dimensional strategic fit models in terms of the direct
effects on business performance.
Apart from the direct effects on business performance, all the three-dimensional
and two-dimensional strategic fit models demonstrate consistent and strong direct
effects on all the relevant latent constructs of the strategy dimensions. These
standardised direct effects are all found to be 1, demonstrating that all the strategic fit
models validly illustrate the essence of simultaneous consideration of the relevant
strategy domains. Although these models are complicated and sometimes difficult to
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comprehend in terms of management practices, they provide empirical support for
their validities.
7.8.2 Conclusion on the Testing the Hypothesis 2 (H2)
Based on the evidences shown and discussed in the preceding sections, the null
hypothesis (H2_0): "The cross domain strategic alignment types Fx l, FX2, F x3, and
Fx4 between the business strategy and IS strategy have significantly the same impact
on business performance as the two-dimensional strategic alignment types F1, F2, F3,
and F 4. " cannot be rejected (Acceptable absolute model fit indices for Fxl, FX2, FX3
and Fx4: X2 /df = 3.955, 4.962, 4.161, and 4.139 respectively; GFI = 0.538, 0.474,
0.506, 0.525 respectively; Incremental Fit Index IFI = 0.587, 0.585, 0.550, 0.575
respectively; Parsimonious sit index AGFI = 0.498, 0.425, 0.462 and 0.483
respectively; and significant standardised direct effects on business performance: Fxi
= 0.598, Fx2 = 0.567, Fx3 = 0.477, Fx4 = 0.538; p < 0.0005 one tailed; R 2 = 0.357,
0.321, 0.228, 0.290 respectively).
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7.9 Testing Hypothesis 3 (H3)
Hypothesis H3 has been specified as:
Null Hypothesis (H3_0):
"The overall strategic alignment Fxc between the business strategy and IS
strategy has significantly the same impact on business performance as the cross-
domain strategic alignment types Fx b FX2, FX3, and Fx4."
Alternate Hypothesis (H3_1):
"The overall strategic alignment Fxc between the business strategy and IS
strategy has significantly a greater impact on business performance than the
cross-domain strategic alignment types Fxl, Fx2, FX3, and FX4."
7.9.1 The Overall Strategic Alignment Model — Fxc
Overall strategic alignment model involves the concurrent attention to all four
domains of business and IS strategies. The path diagram of the overall strategic
alignment model is shown in Figure 7.11. The three error indicators el, e2 and e3 of
the indicator variables QI_ Bl, QI _ B2, and QI_ B3 are considered to be correlated
because they all refer to the use of formal organisational structure in the process of
business strategy as explained in Section 7.6.2. Completeness is considered to be the
central concept of this model, which is considered to be a nested model when
compared with the three-dimensional fit models. Details of the sample covariance
matrix and the data analysis from Amos 4 on this model are shown in Appendix 27.
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Figure 7.11	 Overall Strategic Alignment Model
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7.9.2 The Measurement Model
Strategic Fit Fxc (IS Strategy Part)
IS Strategy Content
Dimensions
IS Strategy Process
Dimensions
Estimates
DC 01Q !SIG OAISP IAISP TAISP
Average Variance 0.352 0.379 0.498 0.433 0.468 0.502
Extracted (AVE)
Composite Reliability 0.765 0.778 0.748 0.872 0.725 0.752
DC on: OAISP on:
Standardised
Regression Weights on Q2_A1	 0.627 _	 0.708Q2 B1
Observed Endogenous Q2_A2	 0.595 _	 0.725Q2 B2
Variables Q2_A3	 0.551 Q2 _B3	 0.669
Q2_A4	 0.619 Q2 B4	 0.585_
(p < 0.0005) Q2_A5	 0.605 _	 0.564Q2 B5
Q2_A6	 0.559 _	 0.660Q2 B6
Q2_B7	 0.712
OIQ on: Q2 B8	 0.673_
Q2 B9	 0.607
Q2_A7	 0.330
Q2_A8	 0.656 IAISP on:.
Q2_A9	 0.603
Q2_A10	 0.703 Q2 _B10	 0.727
Q2_A11	 0.604 Q2_B11	 0.659
Q2_Al2	 0.714 Q2
_
 B12	 0.665
ISIG on: TAISP on:
Q2_A13 0.720 Q2 _B13	 0.707
Q2_A14	 0.652 Q2 _B14	 0.711
Q2_A15	 0.741 Q2 _B15	 0.708
Performance on: (Reliability= 0.725, AVE=0.480)
profit	 0.836
incom_gw	 0.470
sales_gw	 0.722
Table 7.32	 Characteristics of the Measurement Model for Fxc (IS Strategy Part)
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Strategic Fit F. (Business Strategy Part)
Business Strategy
Content Dimensions
Business Strategy
Process Dimensions
Estimates
SG SSC CSO OABSP IABSP TABSP
Average Variance 0.259 0.127 0.098 0.329 0.446 0.307
Extracted (AVE)
Composite Reliability 0.580 0.410 0.446 0.813 0.707 0.566
SG on: OABSP on:
Standardised
Regression Weights on Q1_A1	 0.502 Q1 _B1	 0.578
Observed Endogenous Q1 A2
	 0.470 Q1 _B2	 0.577
Variables Q1=A3	 0.461 Q1_B3	 0.603
Q1_A4	 0.591 Q1 B4	 0.476
(p < 0.0005) _Q1 B5	 0.487
(* indicates p <0.05) SSC on: -Q1_B6	 0.557
Q1 B7	 0.585_
Q1_A5	 0.277 Q1_B8	 0.582
Q1_A6	 0.307 Q1B9	 0.687
Q1_A7	 0.484
_
Q1_A8	 0.376 IABSP on:
Q1_A9	 0.296*
Q1_B10	 0.674
CSO on: Q1_B11	 0.635
Q1
	 0.693_B12
Q1_A10
	 0.176*
Q1_A11	 0.271* TABSP on:
Q1_Al2
	 0.424*
Q1_A13	 0.364* Q1 _B13	 0.592
Q1_A14	 0.230* Q1 _B14	 0.449
Q1_A15
	 0.306* Q1 _B15	 0.607
Q1_A16	 0.224*
Q1_A17	 0.415*
Performance on: (Reliability= 0.725, AVE=0.480)
profit	 0.836
incom_gw	 0.470
sales_gw	 0.722
Table 7.33	 Characteristics of the Measurement Model for Fxc
(Business Strategy Part)
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The composite reliability values for the constructs of IS strategy range from 0.725
to 0.872, the average variances extracted by the constructs also range from 0.352 to
0.602. For the constructs of the business strategy, the values are 0.410 to 0.813 for the
composite reliabilities, and 0.098 to 0.446 for the average variances extracted
respectively. The variations on the composite reliabilities and the AVE for the
constructs for the Fxc model as compared with the previous three-dimensional and the
two-dimensional fit models are expected. However, the values are consistent with
those from the other measurement models, reflecting the relative strengths of the
composite standardised loadings. Although the t-values are not shown in these two
tables, all the standardised regression weights are significant at P < 0.0005 level
except those for the construct CSO, which are significant at p < 0.05 level. In general,
the measurement model still shows satisfactory convergent validity and reasonable
discriminant validity.
7.9.3 Assessing the Structural Model
a) Assessing the overall model fit:
The overall strategic alignment model Fxc simultaneously recognizes all domains
2
of IS and business strategies and has acceptable model fit indices: X /df = 4.019
(p < 0.0005). This is indeed remarkable for such a complicated model with 2011
degrees of freedom.
GFI = 0.465 (a ratio further deviates from 1 as compared with the three-
dimensional models, but still acceptable) and RMR = 0.091 (not a bad value when
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taking into consideration the complexity of the model). These figures indicate
reasonably good model fit.
b) Assessing the incremental model fit:
The incremental fit measures give the following values:
Normed Fit Index (NFI) = 0.453
Incremental Fit Index (IFI) = 0.525
Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) = 0.506
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) = 0.522
All these values are not impressive since they are all less than 0.7. However,
bearing in mind the complexity of the model, these measures indicate that Model
Fxc fits reasonably well for the hypothesised strategic alignment between business
and IS strategies.
c) Assessing the parsimonious fit indices:
The following parsimonious fit measures, although further deviate from 1, indicate
that the proposed model (with 2011 degrees of freedom) is not as parsimonious as
the previous three-dimensional models:
Adjusted goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) 	 = 0.420
d) Examination of the solutions:
The standardised regression weights of the latent variables of IS strategy and
business strategy on the relevant observable variables are all in the expected
direction with suitable strengths (ranging from 0.330 to 0.741) and significant at
0.0005 level. The standardised direct effect of the latent variable Competitive
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Strategic Orientation (CSO) on the observable Ql_A10 is the lowest of all the
loading factors (0.176), indicating the relative weakness of this indicator.
The higher-order construct overall strategic fit Fxc has significant and positive
impacts on all the latent variables and business performance as shown in the
following table (Table 7.34):
Standardised Direct Effects
Domains Names of Latent Variables Standardised Direct Effects
Fxc
Business
Performance
Performance 0.558
(R2= 0.311)
IS Strategy
Content
DC 1
0/Q 1
ISIG 1
IS Strategy
Process
OAISP 1
IAISP 1
TA/SP 1
Business
Strategy Content
SG 1
SSC 1
CSO 1
Business
Strategy Process
TABSP 1
IABSP 1
OABSP 1
Table 7.34	 Standardised Direct Effects of the Overall
Strategic Alignment Model
In this overall strategic alignment model, the direct effects of the higher-order
variable overall strategic alignment Fxc on all the latent variables are sufficiently
strong and are all in the expected directions. The effect of Fxc on Performance
demonstrates a reasonably strong regression coefficient (0.558, standardised) and is in
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the right direction. R 2 = 0.311, indicates that Fxc achieves 31.1% of the variance in
Performance. These results also indicate that, the strategic alignment model, which
specifies the covariation between the business and IS strategies, is marginally
parsimonious. Despite this, the results support the argument that, with the existence of
the covariation among the latent variables of the business strategy and IS strategy,
termed the overall strategic alignment Fxc, the proposed strategic alignment model is
a valid one. However, it is desirable to look at the possibility of whether this model
can be further improved.
7.9.4 Model Modifications
The approaches for setting up alternative nested model of overall strategic
alignment follow that of Bentler and Bonett's (1980) suggestion:
Step 1: 
Bentler and Bonett suggested the importance of fitting a model of full
independence, which is also called the null model or baseline model discussed in the
previous sections. The null model specifies the variances but estimates all the
covariances as 0. This model is defined as Mno.
Step 2: 
Fit the theoretical model of greatest interest, which is the Fxc model discussed in
the preceding section. This model is defined as Mt.
Step 3: 
Fit any alternative theoretical models that have modifications made to the original
Fxc model. This model is defined as Mall.
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Step 4: 
Estimate a "saturated" model, which is just identified and fits the data perfectly
(,y 2 = 0). This is the best fitting model M.
Step 5: 
Conduct a "quasi-test" or hypothetical test in which the chi-square from the best
fitting theoretical model is taken and examined as if it had degrees of freedom 1 less
than that of the null model. If that model does not fit well, then none of the models
will fit, for they will have larger functions and fewer degrees of freedom. At that
point, a conceptual rethinking may be in order. Assuming that the hypothetical test is
not too discouraging, one could use the various indices to compare the alternative
models and the original theoretical model.
One possible way to modify the theoretical Fxc model on overall strategic
alignment is to conceptualise that the business performance should have some impact
back to the strategy process. This is theoretically feasible because a firm's strategy
planning process should always refer to the firm's business performance. Eventually,
the overall strategic fit model is modified as shown in Figure 7.12. Results of the
analysis outputs are shown in Appendix 28.
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Effects of the Strategic Alignment of
Business Strategy and IS Strategy on
Business Performance
(Model: BS_IS Alignment Modified)
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Figure 7.12 Modified Overall Strategic Alignment Model
Chapter 7	 315
7.9.4.1 Analysis of the Structural Model (Modified)
Since the measurement model for this modified strategic model is basically the
same as the previous model, a summary of the model fit characteristics is given in the
following Table 7.35.
Model Fit Indices for
Fxc
Modified Model Original Model
Z
2 /cif 3.737 4.019
GFI 0.501 0.456
RMR 0.088 0.091
NFI 0.493 0.453
IFI 0.571 0.525
TLI 0.552 0.506
CFI 0.568 0.522
AGFI 0.466 0.420
Standardized Direct
Effects on Business
Performance
0.953 0.558
R2 0.909 0.311
Table 7.35	 Estimates for the Fxc Structural Model (Modified)
The overall strategic alignment model Fxc has improved model fit indices: 2/df
= 3.737 (p <0.0005). This is indeed remarkable for such a complicated model with
2005 degrees of freedom. GFI = 0.501, and RMR = 0.088 also indicate reasonably
improved model fit.
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The incremental fit measures of Normed Fit Index (NFI) = 0.493, Incremental Fit
Index (IFI) = 0.571, Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) = 0.552, Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
= 0.568 all show considerable improvement over the original model. Although all
these values are less than 0.7, they indicate that the modified model fits reasonably
well for the hypothesised strategic alignment between business strategy and IS
strategy.
The parsimonious fit measure, Adjusted goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) = 0.466,
also indicates improvement in the model parsimony.
The higher-order construct overall strategic fit Fxc has significant and positive
impacts on all the latent variables and business performance as shown in the following
table (Table 7.36):
Standardised Direct Effects of Fxc
Domains Names of Latent Variables Standardised Direct Effects
Fxc
Business
Performance
Performance 0.953
(R2= 0.909)
IS Strategy
Content
DC 1.000
0/Q 1.000
ISIG 1.000
IS Strategy
Process
OAISP 1.692
IAISP 2.164
TAISP 1.191
Business
Strategy Content
SG 1.000
SSC 1.000
CSO 1.000
Business
Strategy Process
TABSP 1.963
IABSP 2.704
OABSP 3.121
Table 7.36
	 Standardised Direct Effects of the Modified Model
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The direct effects from Fxc on all the latent constructs are strong and in the right
direction, significant at p <0.0005 level with the only exception of CSO, which is
significant at p < 0.05 level. This implies that the modified model validly describes
the causal relationship between the higher order construct of the overall strategic fit
Fxc and the latent constructs of IS and business strategies.
7.9.4.2	 Implications of the Modified Model
In this modified model, Performance is conceptualised to have impacts on the
strategy process. Results from the data analysis (Appendix 28) show that the
standardised direct effects on all the strategy process constructs are strong (0.753 to
2.645) but the signs are negative, implying a reciprocal relationship between business
performance and the strategy planning and implementation processes. That is to say,
when the business performance is good, companies tend to pay less attention to the
planning and implementation of strategy processes. On the other hand, when the
business performance is bad, companies would tend to devote more concerted efforts
in formulating an appropriate strategy and its subsequent implementations.
Generally speaking, the modified overall strategic alignment model has better
validity in demonstrating the main causal relationships between the strategic fit Fxc,
latent constructs for both IS and business strategies, and business performance. It
highlights the main causal effects and the sophistication of the interaction among the
constructs in the model.
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7.9.5 Model Comparisons
In order to investigate and confirm the best fit theoretical model, four models are
compared: a null model (Mnull), a saturated model (Ms), the original theoretical model
(M,) of overall strategic alignment Fxc, and a modified model (Malt), which is shown
in Figure 7.12 that adds the direct effects from Performance to all the strategy process
latent variables.
Results of the various indices appear in Table 7.37, which provides the test
estimates from the Amos programme. Details of the estimation are shown in
Appendix 28.
Model X2 DF
z2icif
GFI RMR AGFI
Null (M„110 14788.991 2080 7.110 0.123 0.333 0.096
Saturated (MO 0 - - 1 0.000 -
Theoretical (MI) 8082.621 2011 4.019 0.465 0.091 0.420
Alternative (Malt) _ 7493.260 2005 3.737 0.501 0.088 0.466
Incremental Fit Indices
NFI IFI TLI CFI
Null (M„„10	 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Saturated (Ms)	 1.000 1.000 - 1.000
Theoretical (Mt)	 0.453 0.525 0.506 0.522
Alternative (Malt)	 0.493 0.571 0.552 0.568
Bentler and Bonett's quasi-test of chi-square best fit with most degree of freedom
= 7493.2601(2080-1) = 3.604
Table 7.37	 Model Fit Indices for the Alternative and the
Original Overall Strategic Fit Models
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For model comparisons, Table 7.38 provides the information with respect to the
chi-square differences, degrees of freedom, Norm Fit Index, and Parsimonious Norm
Fit Index.
Differences in Measurements
Comparisons: X2 Difference DF
Difference
NFI
Difference
AGFI
Difference
I Mnuil — M il 6706.37 69 0.453 0.324
I nfi null — M alt' 7295.73 75 0.493 0.370
'Mt-Malt' 589.36 6 0.040 0.046
Table 7.38	 Comparison of the Two Models
From the data presented in Tables 7.37 and 7.38, the following interpretations can
be drawn:
• Although the original theoretical model on overall strategic alignment fits the data
satisfactorily, the model can be further improved. Rather than attempting to
improve the model by relying on the modification indices, the resultant modified
model shown in Figure 7.12 attempts at improvements that are theoretically valid.
The modified model fits better with an improvement on chi-square (reduction in
2
X = 589.36, with 6 degrees of freedom). At the same time, there is also a slight
improvement on the parsimonious indices of NFI and AGFI of 0.040 and 0.046
2
respectively. The X /df ratio of 3.737 is very close to the theoretical minimum
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absolute fit index of 3.604 specified by Bentler and Bonett's (1980) quasi-test of
chi-square best fit with most degree of freedom.
• All other incremental fit indices show that the modified model has better fit
indices confirming the convergent validity of the modified overall strategic fit
model.
• In general, the modified model seems plausible in explaining the structural
relationship between the content and process dimensions of IS strategy and
business strategy as there are no out-of-range estimates, the different indices seem
generally consistent with one another, and all the direct effects on the latent
constructs from the higher order construct Fxc are strong, significant and in the
right directions. The model fit ( X2 /df = 3.737) is reasonably satisfactory, implying
that the data set fits the model well.
• It is not clear how much the central theoretical issue, the significance and
magnitudes of the paths from the overall strategic alignment Fxc to Performance
and other latent variables might be changed by further model modifications. When
other model estimates are taken into consideration, such as fit indices, degrees of
freedom, and direct effects, further model modifications might not achieve model
improvements at all. The reason is that further changes might not improve the
overall model fit when judged by the parsimonious criterion, or they might not
yield significant and acceptable direct effects on the variable Petformance.
Therefore, the modified model shown in Figure 7.12 is accepted as the model
describing the structural relationship between the content and process dimensions
of IS strategy and business strategy.
Chapter 7	 321
• The standardised direct effects from business performance to business strategy
process dimensions (TABSP: -1.066, IABSP: -2.001, OABSP: -2.645) and the IS
strategy process (TAISP: -0.203, IAISP: -1.306, OAISP: -0.753) are negative. The
negative effects from Performance to the strategy process indicate that there might
be a reciprocal relationship between them, implying a sophisticated form of
interaction between business performance and the strategy planning and
implementation processes. It is reasonable to say that the outcome of a firm's
business performance might have impact on the firm's strategy formation process
and thus affecting the outcome of such process. However, the negative signs
reaffirm the complicated interactive nature of strategy process and business
performance.
• This modified model has the strongest standardised direct effects on Performance
from the overall strategic alignment Fxc: 0.953, p <0.0005, R 2 = 0.909, implying
that the overall strategic fit Fxc has succeeded in explaining 91% of the variance
of the business performance variable.
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7.9.6 Conclusions on the Testing of Hypothesis 3 (H3)
Bearing all these in mind, the null hypothesis (H3_0): "The overall strategic
alignment Fxc between the business strategy and IS strategy has significantly the
same impact on business performance as the cross-domain strategic alignment types
Flu, Fx2, Fx3, and Fx4. " can be rejected and the alternative hypothesis (H3_1) can be
accepted (Acceptable absolute model fit indices for Fxc: X2 /df = 3.737, RMR=0.088,
GFI=0.501; AGFI=0.466, NFI=0.493, IFI=0.571, TLI=0.552; and significant
standardised direct effects on business performance: Fxc = 0.953; p < 0.0005 one
tailed, R 2 = 0.909).
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7.10	 Conclusions on Hypotheses Testing
The foregoing hypotheses testing, although a little bit tedious, is absolutely
essential in building step by step the final alignment model between the two distinct
domains of content and process of business strategy and IS strategy. The conclusions
from the hypotheses testing are obvious:
• All the latent variables for the constructs of the content and the process
dimensions of business strategy and IS strategy are well established and proven by
the vigorous confirmatory factor analysis in the testing of Propositions 1 to 4. That
is to say, Distinctive Competence (SC), Organisational Information Quotient
(01Q) and IS Infrastructure and Governance (ISIG) validly represent the content
dimensions of IS strategy; Strategic Goals, (SG), Scope of the Strategy Content
(SSC) and Competitive Strategic Orientation (CSO) also validly represent the
content dimensions of business strategy. For both IS and business strategy
domains, the process dimensions can be comprehensively and parsimoniously
represented by the organisational, individual and technological aspects of the
respective strategy process. These process dimensions are specified as OAISP,
IAISP and TAISP for the IS strategy process; and OABSP, IABSP and TABSP for
the business strategy process.
• It has been found out in the testing of Hypothesis H1, the direct effects of a single
dimension (either content or process) of business strategy or IS strategy cannot be
assumed to exhibit a positive impact on business performance. Although the
structural models for the individual dimensions of the constructs of the content
and process domains manifest the existence of such direct effects, the directions of
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• The confirmation of the positive impact on business performance due to a two
dimensional fit, a three dimensional fit or a four dimensional strategic fit between
the dimensional constructs of business strategy and IS strategy, indicates that there
should be a more sophisticated approach for senior management in defining and
formulating their business and IS strategies. The management guideline for the IS
and business managers shall be discussed further in the next chapter.
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the direct effects cannot be accepted as in the right directions. That is to say, the
role of the single domain direct effect model can only be interpreted as supportive,
implying a more complicated structure should link up all the relevant constructs of
the business and IS strategies, so as to manifest their impacts on business
performance. This might imply that on the other hand, the outcome of business
performance might have impacts on the strategy formation process and influence
the outcomes of such process.
• It has also been proved in the testing of Hypothesis H1 that the two-dimensional
strategic fit definitely has stronger influence on business performance than a single
strategy domain acting alone. This indicates the requirement of a more
sophisticated understanding of the nature of strategic fit by both the business and
IS managers in order to achievement better business performance.
• Acceptance of the Hypothesis 2 (H2) implies that there is no sufficient evidence to
say that a three-dimensional strategic fit model should have greater impact on
firm's business performance than a two-dimensional fit model.
• The modified overall strategic fit model discussed in the testing of hypothesis of
H3, although less than ideal, manifests the interactive nature between the content
and process dimensions of IS and business strategies, strategic alignment, and
business performance. There is sufficient evidence to say that this four-
dimensional strategic fit model has greater impact on firm's business performance
than the two- or three-dimensional fit models. That is to say, concurrent attention
to all the content and process dimensions in IS and business strategies should
enable a firm in a better position to achieve good business performance.
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CHAPTER 8
IMPLICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS
OF THE RESEARCH
8.1 Contributions of the Research Findings
Based on the results of the quantitative and the qualitative analysis conducted in
the research, this thesis has successfully made the following contributions:
1. Objective 1 (stated in Section 1.2) of the research has been achieved with the
development of the Integrated Strategic Alignment Model (ISAM), which pays
concurrent attentions to the content and process domains of IS strategy and
business strategy. The model explicitly manifests the interactive nature of the
content and process domains for both the IS and the business strategies. In this
respect, the ISAM model is a new model in the study of strategic alignment
between IS strategy and business strategy. It also demonstrates that the notion of
IS and business strategies can be operationalised by a comprehensive and
parsimonious set of constructs. Rigorous statistical tests on Propositions 1 to 4
confirm that these constructs are valid in the specification of the content and
process domains of IS and business strategies.
2. The survey instruments developed in this research study, which assess the senior
managers' perceptions with respect to the content and process dimensions of IS
and business strategies, are valid instruments in the measurement of strategic fit
between these dimensions. The instruments have been subjected to the content
validity check by a panel of independent judges, pilot test and the rigorous
Chapter 8
	 327
statistical tests for reliability, convergent validity and discriminant validity.
Consequently, objective 2 of the research, which is related to the instrument
development, is also fulfilled.
3. The conceptualisation that a strategic fit between the variables within the content
and process dimensions having positive impacts on the financial aspects of
companies' business performance has been verified by using the structural
equation modelling techniques. Thus, objective 3, which identifies such causal
relationship, is fully achieved.
Contrary to the traditional thinking that IS or business strategy should have direct
impact on a firm's business performance, this research proves that positive impact
on business performance do not necessarily come directly from the content or the
process dimensions of IS strategy or business strategy alone. Empirical results
from the testing of Hypothesis 1 confirm that positive impacts on business
performance should come from a higher order construct called strategic fit, which
can be perceived as the strategic alignment among a set of elements of strategic
importance in the IS and business strategies. In this research study, this set of
strategic important elements have been operationalised as the latent constructs in
the content and process domains known as Distinctive Competence,
Organisational Information Quotient, IS Infrastructure and Governance, Strategic
Goals, Scope of Strategy Content and Competitive Strategic Orientation; plus the
organisational, individual and technological aspects of the strategy processes.
4. Strategic fit can be perceived as the two dimensional fit between any two domains
of IS strategy and business strategy or the three-dimensional fit between any three
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domains or the overall strategic alignment between all four domains. Empirical
results prove that:
• Two-dimensional fit is better than direct effects in influencing performance
outcomes (proved by the results of the testing of Hypothesis 1);
• Three-dimensional fit is basically the same as the two-dimensional fit in
influencing the performance outcome (proved by the results of the testing of
Hypothesis 2);
• Overall strategic alignment between all four domains exhibits highest impact
on business performance (proved by the results of the testing of Hypothesis 3).
5. These empirical results would fill the knowledge gap between two broad spectra
of professional people in industry: IS managers and business managers.
Traditionally, IS managers are only concerned with the development of
information systems for companies. In executing their duties, they pay much
attention to the methodologies, techniques and tools used in information systems
development. For them, business strategy is difficult to comprehend and far too
emote to their duties. They seldom think that IS should also have a strategy (King
and McAulay, 1997). On the other hand, business managers treat information
systems as supportive tools in their business, with the main emphasis on
efficiency and streamlining of their business operations. They often think that by
spending sufficient amount of money in IS, they should produce the desired
results they want (Elango, 2000).
Hence, the results of this research would enable business and IS managers to have
a better understanding of the significance of the dynamic congruence between IS
and business strategies. When people conceptualise their business and IS
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strategies, they can rely on the ISAM model to guide them to comprehend the
dimensions of the strategy content and process, and recognise the importance of
synchronising complex elements of strategic importance for effective
implementation of the chosen strategy and its planning process.
Consequently, the results of this research study can be useful to the management
of information systems in the selected business sectors as well as the general business
firms when they plan, develop and deploy their own strategic information systems.
8.2 Implications for Senior Management
8.2.1 Pragmatism of the ISAM Model
There are cases reported recently with respect to the difficulty in the strategic
alignment of IS strategy to business strategy (Hirschheim and Sabherwal, 2001) and
this naturally would cast doubt on the pragmatism of the ISAM model developed in
this study. Although the quantitative analysis in the last chapter identifies significant
statistical relationships between the various domains of business strategy and IS
strategy on business performance, a qualitative verification of its pragmatism is
necessary to reinforce the existence of such relationships.
The verification process employed a qualitative approach through personal
interviews with three individual firms engaged in banking, financial services and
shipping logistics industries. A structured guide was used to initiate the interview
through face to face meetings or telephone interviews, which lasted 40 minutes to one
hour. As a result, much more in-depth and useful information could be obtained to
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supplement the data from mail-in surveys. The questions focused in the following
broad areas with respect to the firms' business:
A.	 Executives' attention to goals. Samples of the leading questions were:
• How is the business performance of your company being affected by your
firm's IS strategy and business strategy?
• How the information systems strategy in your firm is aligned with the
firm's business strategy? How do you achieve the goals of your business?
• What is the process of planning the strategies of information systems and
business in your firm?
B.	 Gaps in knowledge between IS and business managers.
• Do you follow a standard process in planning your information systems?
What are the major criteria of your planning process?
• What should be the role of the information systems in the business
operations of the firm? Should business managers be aware of the IS
strategy in the company?
C.	 The split of responsibility in making decisions in IS and business.
• When you review or formulate your business strategy, do you involve the
information systems managers in its planning process? Or when you
review or plan your information systems strategy, do you involve the
business managers?
D.	 The alignment of strategic information systems.
• How do you know the strategy of your information systems is aligned with
your business strategy?
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OAISP,
IAISP,
TAISP
OABSP,
IABSP,
TABSP
Based on the information gathered from their responses, various forms of
strategic alignment models similar to the ones discussed in this study were identified.
8.2.1.1	 Application of the Fx4 Model
The interviewed firms in the financial services and banking industries, whether
they were conscious of it or not, adopted to certain extent a model that could be
described by the strategic alignment model Fx4 outlined in Chapter 4 and summarised
in the following Figure 8.1. Table 8.1 shows the summary of the respective indicators
for the latent variables of the model from their responses.
Banking and financial services were found to be the pioneers in utilising IT in
their daily operations and they demonstrated certain degree of sophistication in
planning their information systems in aligning with their business strategy.
Figure 8.1	 The Fx4 Alignment Model
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Latent
Variables
Indicators from the Responses
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OA1SP Budgeted spending on IS; formal documentation of the
process.
IAISP Effective communication on objectives, time frame,
cost, quality.
TAISP Leading edge technology.
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OABSP Regular	 business	 review	 exercises;	 market
information, brainstorming and SWOT analysis.
IABSP Team spirits, effective communications.
TABSP Leading edge technology.
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u) CD
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u) 0
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SG Customised	 services,	 value-added	 solutions;	 e-
banking; individual contracts.
SSC Geographical expansion; new market entry; vertical
integration.
CSO Innovativeness.
Table 8.1 Indicators of the Latent Variables for the Fx 4 Model
One firm in financial services explicitly identified that part of their IS strategy was
to use innovative technology to provide cost-efficient and value-added solutions to
build and strengthen customer relationships. They put IS on a platform of strategic
importance. Each year, they spent about 20% of the effective expenditure on IS and
they realised that for effective utilisation of IS in reinforcing their business strategy,
there must be an effective IS infrastructure for the corporation. The understanding that
"business model first, with the IS infrastructure as its backbone" was commonly found
in the senior executives of the firm.
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The planning process of business strategy and IS strategy in these firms was rather
formal and they both have established procedures involving senior investment
managers and IS managers. For key project developments in the company, the process
was well documented so that the essential elements (objectives, time frame, cost, and
quality) of the projects were made known to all relevant parties concerned. This was
an important step in getting the strategic alignment that was most needed. The
objective was to avoid sequential attention to different goals in business and IS. The
involvement of both the business and IS managers simultaneously would logically
enable the firm to address the issues in the two strategy domains synchronously,
instead of dealing with one set of issues first and then dealing with another set of
issues later. The danger of dealing with the issues asynchronously was that it would
lead to suboptimal decisions that might cause misalignment and eventually be
detrimental to the business performance of the firm.
There was a natural demarcation between the responsibilities of IS managers and
business managers, but in today's business environment, this should not imply a
demarcation of their knowledge of other people's field. The involvement of these two
types of managers in the planning process was to enhance the interactions between
these apparently separated functionalised departments. In the banking firm
interviewed, in addition to the traditional personal banking, corporate and institutional
banking, and commercial banking, more new business initiatives have been developed
to include mobile banking, business-to-business (B2B) and business-to-customer
(B2C) transactions. The planning process in such context also included IS
professionals from in-house and outside firms. In this respect, the business manager
must demonstrate in-depth understanding of the firm's IS strategy and its role in
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fulfilling the firm's business initiatives. A misaligned outsourced IS was obviously
detrimental to the business of the firm. In order to guarantee such synergetic effects of
strategic alignment throughout the whole corporation, the financial services firm even
put the head of the IS department on the board of the senior management at the
corporate headquarter.
The critical state of strategic alignment was rather implicit. Both firms could not
explicitly state the exact criteria for such strategic alignment but would rather sense a
spontaneous fusion of efforts from both IS and business managers to the needs of
business initiatives and continuous review of their IS capabilities so as to champion
for business innovation.
Whether the congruence of business and IS strategies would lead to better
business performance was a difficult question for the executives. Perceptually they
recognised the importance and significance of such congruence, but in reality they
also recognised that business performance was also influenced by other more explicit
environmental factors and conditions. The business performance for the firm in
financial services was just the average of the industry in the past two years. They
recognised the importance of "e-commerce driven" and "customer-driven" business
initiatives and concepts. The strategic alignment of business and IS strategies was
fundamental in realising such business concepts. Although the 1998 Asia financial
crisis deteriorated the business performance of nearly all the business firms in Hong
Kong, they admitted that their performance also reflected an efficient and responsive
management style and their ability to cope with the demand of the changing trade
conditions. Evidently, such capabilities could not be achieved without the support of a
competent IS infrastructure. They also realised that without a newer concept of
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putting the IS to a more important strategic position, and newer thinking of aligning
their business and IS strategies, the pain would be even more difficult to bear. The
differentiation strategy and the quality services have been recognised as the crucial
competitive tools in banking and financial services environment. In this respect,
strategic alignment of information systems has definitely an important role to play.
8.2.1.2	 Application of the Modified Fxc Model
When the modified ISAM model was presented to a senior IS manager in a
prominent container terminal operator in the shipping logistics industry in Hong
Kong, the configuration of the strategic fit model described by the Fxc type was
considered pragmatic and useful. The concurrent attention to the content and process
dimensions of IS strategy and business strategy was found to best describe the
strategic alignment between information systems and business strategies.
The indicators for the latent variables pertinent to the characteristic features of the
terminal operator are given in the following Table 8.2.
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Latent
Variables
Indicators from the Responses
u)u)
a)c)
2
a_
cr)
a)
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in
u)
OA/SP Organisational	 support	 gearing	 towards	 continuous
technology	 development,	 information
	 systems
development integrated with business process design.
Group IT Steering Committee provides direction to IT
development.
IAISP Reliance	 on	 continuous	 technology-oriented	 staff
development;	 emphasis	 on	 expertise
	 in	 equipment
innovation, process redesign and systems integration.
TAISP Business	 process	 integrated	 with	 Productivity	 Plus
Programme (3P), Terminal Management System and
knowledge management.
.c".
a)
0
c.)
cr)
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DC Provision of one-stop solutions. Integration of business
process with Logistics Network Enterprises.
0/Q Paradigm changes from pure terminal operation focus to
customer services focus.
ISIG Internal sourcing and development. Dedicated information
services department fully oriented towards the fulfilment of
the	 needs	 of	 operation,	 commercial,	 finance	 and
administration.
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OABSP Planning	 processes	 oriented	 with	 internal	 strategic
perspective,	 shareholder	 perspective,	 and	 financial
performance perspective.
IABSP Team spirits and effective communications at all levels.
Tolerance	 of calculated	 risk,	 and	 encourage	 prompt
actions.
TABSP Leading edge technology to strengthen operational safety,
market intelligence gathering, effective benchmarking.
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ei5	 a)
u) 'C'
u) o
a) 0
c
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SG Excellence in services, one-stop port; 	 Productivity Plus
Programme (3P), knowledge management.
SSC Geographical expansion;
	 new market entry; 	 horizontal
integration.
CSO Innovativeness, risk tolerance, can-do spirit.
Table 8.2 Indicators of the Latent Variables for the Fxc Model
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These indicators, to certain extent, reveal the interactive nature of the content and
process domains of both the IS and business strategies. For example, for the TAISP
dimension in IS strategy process, the firm's information systems were designed with a
strong orientation towards the continuous improvement on business process. The
process was supported by, and integrated with the firm's proprietary Productivity-
Plus-Programme (3P), Terminal Management System and knowledge management.
These systems also reinforce the validity of the business strategy planning process by
providing leading edge technology to strengthen the firm's operational safety, market
intelligence gathering, and effective benchmarking.
In the dimension of OABSP in the business strategy process domain, the planning
processes oriented with internal strategic perspective, shareholder perspective, and
financial performance perspective contributed to the establishment of the Strategic
Goals (SG) of providing a one-stop solution to customers and excellence in services.
The information systems also provided solid foundation for the firm's global
geographical expansion in all continents (the SSC dimension).
For this particular company, IS has always been a very important part to the
success of the company in out-performing its competitors in terms of flexibility and
efficiency. The information systems strategy process not only focused on systems
development in the related port technology, but also focused on business process
redesign, which was a process of strategic importance because it enabled the company
with the capability of streaming their business process and seamlessly integrated with
their clients.
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The state of the strategic alignment between all the strategy dimension of IS and
business was recognised by the executives intuitively as a state of "fusion". Such a
state of fusion among the specified strategy dimensions were inherently felt by the
company in their ability in providing proactive customer services and the
development of a sense of e-mentality in their employees. This sort of e-mentality
enables the company to make full use of the capability of their information system,
not only in their daily operations, but also in charting new business strategic
orientations.
The business performance of the company in 2000 was very impressive. The
company has expanded its operations to strategic locations around the world and
currently operated 19 ports in Asia, Europe and the Americas. Turnover for the ports
and related services for the year 2000 totalled HK$14,226 million, an increase of 17%
compared to 1999. Earnings before interest and taxation for ports and related services
also increased 11% as compared with 1999, totalling HK$5,341 million.
8.2.1.3	 The Problem of Strategic Alignment
Although these two firms exhibited certain types of strategic alignment between
their information systems and business strategies, the process of achieving such a
state of strategic alignment was considered rather intuitive. The senior managers
instinctively recognised the importance of making information systems gearing
towards the fulfilment of business objectives and consequently achieved some kind of
distinct competence for the firms. They have not purposely treated their strategy
formation with respect to the dichotomous content and process domains. The success
of their information systems was thus partly due to their business acumen and partly
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due to their intuition that information systems should be an integral part of the
business process.
Based on the evidence from these two cases and the empirical analysis, it is
understood that it would not be appropriate to run business based on intuition.
Consequently, some management guidelines should be deduced for reference by
senior management when they contemplate IS and business strategies.
8.2.2 Management Guidelines for Strategic Alignment
This study has identified the following implications for top management:
1. It is not enough for top management just be aware of the competitive strategic
orientations, the strategic goals and the scope of strategic options for their
companies, they should ensure that their business strategy should go along with a
formidable IS infrastructure.
(Reasons: in the testing of Hypothesis I, it has been proved that the direct effects
of strategy content and process dimensions do not necessarily have positive
impacts on business performance. Two-dimensional strategic fit always has better
performance impact than the direct effects. This guideline refers to the two-
dimensional strategic fit type F3, which highlights the importance of the alignment
between the content domains of IS and business strategies).
2. Such a formidable infrastructure should have the following characteristics:
• The organisation should be sophisticated enough to allow the planning process
to be formal, well documented, compatible with the firm's distinct competence
and subject to systematic review and assessment.
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(Reasons: Strategic fit refers to the alignment among a set of elements that are
of strategic importance. Such elements have been operationalised as the latent
constructs in the content and process domains. This guideline refers to the
importance of the Organisational Aspects of IS Strategy Process, OAISP,
which emphasises formal structure and documentation in IS planning. It has
also been proved that for better performance, IS strategy content and process
should be strategically aligned (F1)).
• Staff members, both business managers and IS managers, should be
empowered for continuous development, and active participation.
(Reasons: This refers to the importance of the Individual Aspects of Business
Strategy Process and IS Strategy Process, defined as IABSP, and IAISP. They
are important elements in the strategy process).
• The organisation's operations should be technologically oriented, i.e.
operations and new strategic initiatives should be supported and reinforced
with the compatible technology.
(Reasons: The link between the process domains of the business strategy and
IS strategy reflects the need to ensure internal coherence between the strategy
formation process and the delivery capability within the IS functions. Positive
performance impacts due to F4 and FX4 strategic fit types support this
guideline).
3. IS strategy, is no longer a stand-alone entity aiming only at technological
sophistication. It should however, be characterised by the following attributes:
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• IS should identify its distinct competence in supporting and reinforcing the
firm's business strategy and initiatives. (N.B. This refers to the Distinctive
Competence of IS strategy).
• The technology and design of IS should have the level of sophistication which
is proactive to the demand of the firm's business initiatives. (NB. This refers
to the Organisational Information Quotient of the IS strategy content
dimensions).
• Within the constraints of a firm's resources, the management and governance
of IS should be flexible and effective. (N.B. This refers to the IS
Infrastructure and Governance of the IS strategy content dimensions).
(Reasons: Distinctive Competence, Organisational Information Quotient, and IS
Infrastructure and Governance of IS strategy are the constructs of IS strategy
content domain. Strategic alignment Fxc requires these constructs be aligned with
business strategy for better business performance outcome).
4. The role of IS should be treated as an integral part of a company. That is to say, IS
managers, in addition to their routines in information systems management,
should take part in the formulation of the corporate strategy of a company. This is
to initiate the possible interaction between IS strategy and business strategy. New
business initiatives might demand a new form of IS technology and thus enhances
its sophistication. On the other hand, a state-of-the-art technology might invoke
some new ideas in business ventures.
(Reasons: Strategic alignment Fxc is dynamic in nature. It requires simultaneous
attention to all the elements of content and process domains in IS and business
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strategies. Dynamic interaction or fusion between these two management groups
should be a precondition for strategic fit).
5. On the more practical aspects of the formation of IS and business strategies, senior
managers should avoid sequential attention to issues in information systems and
business strategies. That is to say, they should avoid dealing with one set of issues
in IS first then deal with another set of business issues later on. IS strategy should
go hand-in-hand with business strategy. Strategic alignment cannot be achieved
without a fusion of these two broad strategy domains.
(Reasons: Strategic fit Fxc is achieved by testing the covariation between the four
strategy domains and has been proved to have the largest impact on the
performance outcome. The direct effect on business performance due to Fxc is the
result of dynamic interaction between IS and business managers paying
simultaneous attention to the congruence of the specified set of the content and
process dimensions of IS and business strategies).
6. Senior management should endeavour to bridge the gap in knowledge between IS
and business managers. The mentality of functional silos that are often apparent in
functional departments should be diminished as far as possible. Emphasis should
be focused on the redesign and innovation in providing excellence in customer
services. Organisational inertia with respect to change is a problem that should not
be underestimated.
(Reasons: Strategic fit Fxc cannot be achieved if IS managers and business
managers maintain the mentality of "minding their own business". Functional
responsibilities require IS managers to focus on the methodologies, techniques
and tools for the development of information systems for their companies. They
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seldom pay attention to what business strategy is all about. Similarly, business
mangers are mainly concerned with the development of their business, marketing
and the condition of the financial status of their companies. They understand that
IS would be useful for their business, but often treat them as supportive tools. The
establishment of the ISAM model and the proof of the significant effect of Fxc in
the testing of Hypothesis 3 indicate that functional silo syndrome must be
eliminated for the condition of strategic fit. The ISAM model highlights the
strategy process for such strategic fit to occur, which demands better
communication and understanding, and proactive interaction between these two
functional groups).
7. The split of responsibility in making decisions in business and information
systems should be carefully contemplated. Traditional and rigid functional
structure is not conducive to strategic alignment.
(Reasons: As explained in point 6, the condition of strategic fit requires proactive
interaction and fusion between IS and business managers. The strategy process
dimensions in the ISAM model demand proactive interaction between IS and
business managers).
8. Senior management should not underestimate the difficulty in achieving strategic
fit between IS strategy and business strategy and also the problem of sustaining
such state of strategic fit. Occasional state of strategic fit can only bring along
short-term benefits. A sustained state of strategic fit conditions can reinforce the
competitive position of the company.
(Reasons: The case studies described in the previous section indicate that the
establishment of the condition of strategic fit requires strong leadership and
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commitment from senior management of the companies. It takes time to improve
the organisational information quotient and sometimes it requires change in
organisational structure in order to incubate strategic fit. Once established, it
needs the concerted effort of the company to sustain the strategic fit. Continuous
condition of strategic fit requires continuous alignment between the
organisational, individual, and technological aspects of the strategy process for
the development and implementation of the most appropriate business strategy).
9. The static and traditional thinking of treating IS as a moderating factor for base-
line business strategy is outdated. With the rapid development of IS technology
and more business initiatives relating to the newer development of IS technology,
an interactive perspective of IS and business strategy is essential in understanding
the strategic fit between these two dichotomous domains.
(Reasons: The overall strategic fit Fxc is achieved by paying attention to all four
content and process domains of IS and business strategies simultaneously. In
doing so, information systems have been treated as an integral part of a
company's business. In the moderating perspective, information systems are being
treated as a separated entity, which are perceived to have moderating effects on
the business strategy. This perspective represents a static view of the strategic fit.
The case studies presented in the previous section reinforce the importance of the
strategic fit Fxc,
 which demands proactive interaction and alignment between the
content and process domains of IS and business strategies).
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8.3 Limitations of the Research
The proposed ISAM conceptual model has its limitations although it succeeds in
integrating the content and process dimensions of IS strategy and business strategy
and investigates the strategic alignment between them. In addition to the effects of
such strategic alignment between IS strategy and business strategy, the effects of the
context and environment in which these process and content exist has not been
included for testing. This might not be in line with the work of Pettigrew and Whipp
(1993), Ketchen et al. (1996), and Slevin and Covin (1997) as they indicate that
process, content, and context are the key constructs in explaining organisational
performance. This analysis is also not in line with Jones et al. (1996) arguments that
the environmental turbulence should have significant impact on firm performance.
Due the diverse and uncontrollable nature and scope of the term 'organisational
context' and environmental factors, the ISAM model mainly focuses on the strategic
alignment of the content and the process dimensions of IS and business strategy.
However, the effect of the environmental variables and turbulence have been
minimised by assessing the samples' business performance relative to the norm of the
respective industries.
The empirical work guided by the proposed ISAM model is mainly based on the
cross-sectional data from the firms surveyed. As for the performance implications of
the strategic alignment, longitudinal explorations of the existence and impacts of
alignment should be more desirable. But due to the nature of this research and the
limitation of the time frame, a cross sectional study is a practical and feasible
approach.
Chapter 8
	 346
Also, the empirical work was conducted in three purposively selected industries,
the findings might have limitations when applied to other industrial sectors in general
as the attributes of the applications of information systems might be different.
Although the response rate was sufficient for the conduct of statistical analysis, the
percentage of those who did not respond at all was still large. Based on the results of
the statistical analysis, it is acceptable to extrapolate the findings to other firms. The
findings might be representative, but it is reasonable to be cautious in its
generalisation.
Finally, it can still be said that the proposed ISAM model contributes to the
enrichment of the research in the field of strategic alignment of information systems
by taking an integrative approach encompassing the multi-dimensional nature of
information systems strategy and business strategy.
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8.4 Directions for Future Research
The discussions of the structural relationship between IS strategy and business
strategy and the impacts of strategic fit on business performance offers three broad
directions for future research.
First, the modified ISAM model validated through structural equation modelling
should be extended to include other influencing factors such as environmental factors,
and the leverage of political power in organisations in achieving strategic fit.
Additional work is needed to develop an understanding of the antecedents to possible
strategic alignment when all these factors are combined. In other words, in a model
that involves both IS strategy, business strategy, and political power domains, what
determines the extent to which firms emphasise one domain over another? How can
such a model be developed? How can the leverage of political power within a
covariance structure involving all these domains be measured? All these questions
are interesting, and need further research to provide answers. It has been proved that
strategic alignment between IS strategy and business strategies has impact on forms'
business performance, and such strategic alignment should not be treated as a static
state of the attributes of business units. Because of its dynamic and interactive nature,
all other manipulative factors such as political powers and configurations of
organisational structures, also needed to be considered.
A second direction for future research is about the research methodology. The
application of any business strategy, IS strategy and the strategic fit must allow for
valid and reliable measurement if it is to contribute to a better understanding of
strategy's influence on performance (Ketchen and Shook, 1996). This study only
emphasises the method of covariation. However, when other factors are included,
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such as environmental and political factors, additional measures might be needed to
investigate the underlying relationship between all these factors. These measures
might include gestalts (Veliyath and Srinivasan, 1995) or profile deviations. The
present study measures business performance with respect to some financial
performance indicators such as ROA, and revenue growth. In future, business
performance should be measured in a more holistic way using a mixture of financial
and non-financial measures for performance (Kaplan and Norton, 1996) so as to
reflect both quantitative and qualitative performance outcomes.
The third direction is the development of theory. Although this study tests
propositions and hypotheses and provides empirical supports for the acceptance and
rejection of some of these hypotheses, more generalisations on the application of the
theoretical premises developed in the hypotheses testing would be conducive to
theory building. That is to say, a more generalised model to include the additional
influencing factors and a more representative sample to enrich the theory of strategic
alignment would be desirable.
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8.5 Epilogue
In concluding this thesis, it would be meaningful to reflect on what have been
done and learnt, and what should have been done with hindsight.
The first thing of concern is the topic area. After all these years of conducting
research in this area of strategic fit, the topic still remains as one of the most
important areas in the research of strategic management and also in information
systems management. This naturally reflects the importance of this thesis in this
field.
When compared to the group of strategic fit models reviewed in this thesis such as
Das et al. (1991), Henderson and Venkatraman (1999), Veliyath and Srinivasan
(1995), Chan et al. (1997), and Zajac (2000), the ISAM model developed in this
research represents a more comprehensive model paying attention to all the content
and process dimensions of IS and business strategies. Empirical proof has also been
established for the positive impact on business performance due to the overall
strategic alignment between IS and business strategies. It has also been proved that
the overall strategic fit that pays attention to all four content and process domains is
better than the three-dimensional and the two-dimensional fit models. The techniques
of structural equation modelling provide rigorous statistical tests for the propositions
and hypotheses presented in this thesis and thus establish firm foundation for the
theory building in the field of strategic fit.
There are a lot of things that have been learnt by conducting research for this PhD
thesis. The following points highlight the main aspects at macro level:
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• Identification of a problem area of concern from the routine business
operations, which is common to some industries but often neglected by the
working professionals.
• Scrutinise the problem area from an academic perspective and establish the
theoretical basis for the solution of the problem.
• Conduct research to solve the specified problem with the appropriate
methodology.
• Transform the abstract academic concepts into practical management
guidelines so that the specified problem can be solved practically.
All these would definitely make the research process challenging and the
contributions of the research outcomes valuable. However, with hindsight, there are
some areas that need to be improved. The field work of this research is done in the
Hong Kong context. Although Hong Kong is a highly developed financial and
shipping logistics centre in Asia and the world, it is geographically a small city.
Consequently, this would limit the sample size available for the survey, particularly
for the number of listed companies. In order to establish internal validity of the field
work, census survey has been conducted in banking, finance, and shipping logistics
industries in Hong Kong because they have higher degree of IS utilisation. If the field
work is done in bigger and more advanced countries like U.S.A or U.K. or continent
like Europe, strata sampling of the listed companies would be possible and their
published annual reports would enable objective assessment of the company
performance. Eventually, this would enhance the generalisation of the findings
obtained in this research.
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Structural equation modelling is a powerful tool in establishing causal relationship
between latent variables. In this respect, it can provide convincing empirical results
for theory building. The SEM method is complicated and various techniques such as
maximum likelihood (ML) and asymptotic distribution free (ADF) require different
assumptions of the sample data. Although maximum likelihood is the most common
technique in SEM, Chin (1998) argues that partial least square (PLS) technique would
be more appropriate in testing causal relationship with formative observable
indicators because of its component-based nature. All the observable indicators in the
ISAM model are reflective in nature, so that the method of maximum likelihood is
still a valid method. However, it would also be useful to apply PLS to find out
whether the results of these two methods are convergent. Methodological
convergence would definitely enhance the values of the research results.
Doing research for a PhD thesis is a difficult task and it always demands high
degree of perseverance to overcome many difficulties; but there are joyful moments
when new discoveries and knowledge are found. I am glad that I have experienced
both.
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Part A	 The Content of Business strategy
Please assess the following statements in relation to the content of your company's realised
business strategy. Then please indicate by circling the appropriate number on a scale of 1 to
7 the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements.
Key of the scale:
M;t4Y1 1 ,4-mett-emdflw 2	 3 wvirtkirre, 4 ,=3,4P-3-4-.T,-„xt 5	 7
Strongly	 Disagree	 Slightly	 Neutral
	
Slightly	 Agree	 Strongly
disagree	 disagree	 agree	 agree
Strongly
	 Neutral	 Strongly
disagree	 agree
1. We always have a set of clearly defined goals
for our business strategy so that we know what
we are aiming for.
2. The goals of our business strategy tend to focus
on the prospect of becoming a leader among our
competitors in the industry.
3. The goals of our business strategy tend to focus
on the prospect of achieving better economic
performance than our competitors in the
industry.
4. The goals of our business strategy tend to focus
on the prospect of enhancing our corporate
image with ethical business practice.
5. We are willing to diversify into other business
areas when we have such an opportunity and are
supported by the results of our analysis.
6. We consider vertical integration with our
suppliers and/or distributors is an effective way
to strengthen our competitive position and
expand the scope of our business.
7. We tend to form strategic alliance with our
crucial business partners to defend ourselves
from the hostile manoeuvre of our competitors.
8. Geographic expansion of our business
operations into other countries or regions is an
effective strategy to enlarge our market share.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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9. In expanding and/or changing the scope of our
business, we prefer to use the method of internal
growth and/or divestment because this would
enhance our managerial skills in strategic
management.
10. When we decide to diversify, we would first
consider the possibility of acquiring another
company in that business because this would be
a very efficient way to implement our
diversification strategy.
11. When we decide to outperform our competitors
in market share, we would push to dominate
even if this could mean reduced prices and
profits.
12. When we push to dominate, we are not deterred
by the temporary reduction in net profits
because we are confident that our business
strategies are well supported by detailed
numerically oriented studies and analysis.
13. We tend to maintain our competitive position by
effective cost cutting and higher operational
efficiency so that our company always stays
lean and mean.
14. We tend to maintain our competitive position by
differentiating our products/services with better
quality than our competitors.
15. In order to counteract the competitive forces in
the industry, we tend to form tight strategic
alliance with our key business partners.
16. We always have a forward-looking and long-
term focus in our business strategy so that we
would not be deterred by short-term fluctuations
in business operations.
17. We always strive to develop and introduce new
products/services a step ahead of our
competitors.
18. We tend to avoid risky projects that have small
chance of success.
19. We always do market research in seeking new
business opportunities.
20. We always encourage and support our staff to
generate innovative business and/or marketing
ideas.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Part B	 The Process of Business Strategy Planning
Please assess the following statements in relation to the process of business strategy
planning in your company. Then please indicate by circling the appropriate number on a
scale of 1 to 7 the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements.
Key of the scale:
?FrAlpis, I W..013101V.f. **1.4i1,
 2 lo '; c j	 ,
Strongly	 Disagree	 Slightly	 Neutral
	
Slightly	 Agree	 Strongly
disagree	 disagree	 agree	 agree
Strongly	 Neutral	 Strongly
disagree	 agree
1. We set up formal structure involving business
managers and information technology (IT)
professionals to define the goals and scope of
our business strategy.
2. We have formal process involving business
managers and IT professionals to assess whether
the goals and scope of our business strategy are
viable.
3. We have formal process involving business
managers and IT professionals to evaluate the
effectiveness of our business strategic plans.
4. We consider the timeliness of business strategic
planning is an important issue in the planning
process intending to match the launching of new
business initiatives with emergent market
demand.
5. Our business strategy planning process is well
documented so that our planning group can
learn from the past planning experience
including success and failure cases.
6. When we plan our business strategy we
carefully compare the strength and weakness of
the available strategic options such as
diversification, integration, strategic alliance, or
geographic expansion, etc.
7. The formal structure in our business strategy
planning process enables us to systematically
co-ordinate the various planning activities (e.g.
environmental assessment, internal assessment,
etc.) and ensures that they would lead to
effective strategy formulation.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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8. The formal structure in our business strategy
planning process helps us to formulate business
strategies that are compatible with our
distinctive business competence.
9. The formal structure in our business strategy
planning process helps us to systematically
review the various planning activities (e.g.
environmental assessment, internal assessment,
etc.) and ensures that they are well supported by
our information systems.
10. In the planning process of our business strategy,
we aim to establish effective communication of
strategic	 intent,
	 good	 interdepartmental
understanding,	 and	 interdepartmental
managerial co-operations.
11. We provide continuous skill development for
our staff in acquiring and developing the
necessary knowledge and competence for the
effective development of our business strategies.
12. Our planning team is organised in such a way so
that individual team member is empowered to
engage actively in the decision-making process
in various stages of strategy planning.
13. We depend on competent managerial skills so
that the formulated business strategy plans can
be implemented timely, smoothly and
effectively.
14. We have formal procedures to evaluate the
various options of our business strategy plans.
15. When we plan our business strategy, we
emphasise on the extent to which information
technology/systems can actually help us in our
business operations.
16. When we plan our business strategy, we
emphasise on the capabilities of information
technology/systems, which can actually
differentiate our product and/or services from
our competitors.
17. The success of our business strategy planning
depends very much on the support of the
appropriate information systems architecture in
providing essential data analysis, forecasting,
simulation and processing.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Part C	 Performance Evaluation
Please think about the business performance of your company averaged over the past three
years and evaluate the performance relative to the norm of the industry in which your
company operates. Then please indicate your best estimate of the company's business
performance by circling the appropriate number on a scale of 1 to 7 for each of the following
performance indicators.
Key of the scale:
m.--zivia 1 .....w.m.roakcamc. 2 v. 	 nPt4i. 3	 ozrA.4.4.:14,— 4 Ailum-
Much
	
Worse than Slightly	 Same as the Slightly	 Better than	 Much better
worse than	 the norm	 worse than	 norm in the better than	 the norm	 than the
the norm	 the norm	 industry	 the norm	 norm
Much
worse Same
Much
Better
1. Gain in market share 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Sales growth rate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Financial liquidity position (cash flow) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Operating profits before financing and taxation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Return on investment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Return on sales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Overall business performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*	 *	 *
We would be very grateful if you would provide the following background information to us:
1. Your Title:
2. Name of the company: 	
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Negative
0 - 5%
5 - 10%
10 - 15%
15 - 20%
20 - 25%
Over 25%
3. The name of the industry which your company is associated with:
O Manufacturing
O Shipping
O Banking
O Import/export
CI Finance
CI Others, please specify: 	
4. The approximate number of employees in your company:
O Less than 100
O 100 - 200
O 201 - 500
O 501 - 1000
CI 1000 - 2000
O Over 2000
5. Type of company:
O Privately owned company
O Publicly listed company
O Subsidiary of a publicly listed company
6. The company's percentage growth in sales turnover compared with previous year (Please
tick in the appropriate boxes for each of the past three years):
1997
	
1996	 1995
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Negative
0 - 5%
5 - 10%
10- 15%
15 - 20%
20 - 25%
Over 25%
Negative
0 - 5%
5 - 10%
10 - 15%
15 - 20%
20 - 25%
Over 25%
7. The company's percentage growth in net profit compared with previous year:
1997
	
1996	 1995
8. The company's percentage growth in total assets:
1997
	
1996	 1995
- End -
Please put this questionnaire in the attached self-addressed envelope and mail it to:
Mr. H. S. Wong,
C/o The Department of Maritime Studies,
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University,
Hunghom,
Kowloon.
Or you may choose to fax it back to me on Fax No. 2330 2704.
Thank you very much!
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A Study on the Assessment of
The Content and Process of Formulation of
Information Systems Strategy
Questionnaire II
This questionnaire is to be completed by a Senior Information Systems
Executive or by an executive familiar with the strategic values of Information
systems
le
H.S. Wong
Assistant Professor
Department of Maritime Studies
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University
Hunghom, Kowloon
Hong Kong
Phone: (852) 2766 7419
Fax: (852) 2330 2704
E-mail: cinshsw@polyu.edu.hk
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2	 ...W1,-4
NeutralDisagree
4 vv:Pmmv-4-,-;!,--,,,, 5 w_toe;rx.nmfe., v, 
AgreeSlightly
agree
Strongly
agree
Key of the scale:
4r.4gcw. 1 vner.7x,,,,
Strongly
disagree
Slightly
disagree
Part A:	 The Content of IS Strategy
Please assess the following statements in relation to the content of your company's information
systems strategy. Then please indicate by circling the appropriate number on a scale of 1 to 7 the
extent to which you agree with each of the following statements.
Strongly	 Neutral	 Strongly
disagree	 agree
1. We tend to use information technology/
	 1	 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
5 6 7
information systems strategically so that they
enhance the quality of our products and/or
services and differentiate them from those
offered by our competitors.
2. Our information systems are flexible enough to
provide various classes of information according
to the information needs at different
management levels.
3. The information needs specific to our crucial
business operations are well supported by our
information systems.
4. The information systems used in our company
can assist us to identify new business
opportunities.
5. The information systems used in our company
can assist us to formulate new business
strategies.
6. The strategic intent of our information systems
is to support and strengthen our planned
business initiatives.
7. The information systems we use enable us to
have the edge on our competitors.
8. The information systems provide us unique
access to our suppliers and/or customers.
9. Our information systems effectively support our
business because it is our company's policy to
maintain a high level of computerisation in our
daily business operations.
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10. We prefer to build our own information systems
by internal research and development involving
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
IT professionals and business managers because
the systems so designed can specifically match
our business strategy.
11. It	 is	 our policy	 to build and maintain	 our
information	 systems	 with the state-of-the-art
technology	 in	 hardware,	 software	 and
communication.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. The platform of our information systems is
scalable,	 i.e.	 it can easily be expanded and
changed according to the needs of our business
initiatives.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. We	 recognise	 the	 importance	 of	 our	 IT
professionals as a valuable part of our human
resources	 in	 the	 formulation	 of	 business
strategy.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. We emphasise the importance of data security
and integrity of our information systems so that
we have proper, formal and secured procedures
to manage and operate our information systems.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. It is our company policy that the design of the
infrastructure of our information systems (i.e.
database	 management	 systems,	 network
systems,	 etc.)	 should	 facilitate	 the
implementation of our planned business strategy
and supports our business operations.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. Within	 the	 constraints	 of	 our	 company
resources, we always endeavour to set up cost-
effective information systems infrastructure in
terms	 of	 software/hardware,	 network
configurations, and administration procedures,
etc. to support our business initiatives.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. In order to acquire the essential IT capabilities
to support our business initiatives, we tend to
select the best choice from a series of options
like: joint venture with another IT company,
out-sourcing part or whole of our IT functions,
internal development, etc.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Part B:	 The Process of IS Strategy Planning
Please assess the following statements in relation to the process of information systems strategy
planning in your company. Then please indicate by circling the appropriate number on a scale of 1 to
7 the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements.
Key of the scale:
,-:JW NC, etalite fFVtiri,ans 2 le.crsg.1.14,...igtottrz 3	 wer.r.4.94Q-04 , 4 %.1.110trait.17447g, 5 '4 VIer1 1434,11;;In. 6 -tort'Xml-n‘
Strongly	 Disagree	 Slightly	 Neutral
	
Slightly	 Agree	 Strongly
disagree	 disagree	 agree	 agree
Strongly	 Neutral	 Strongly
disagree	 agree
18. We	 set	 up	 formal	 structure	 involving	 IT
professionals and business managers to plan our 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
information	 systems	 and	 formulate	 our
information systems strategy.
19. We have formal process involving business 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
managers and IT professionals to assess whether
the goals and scope of our information systems
strategy are viable.
20. We have formal process involving business 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
managers and IT professionals to evaluate the
effectiveness of our information systems plans.
21. The	 timeliness	 of the	 information	 systems 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
planning is an important issue in the planning
process intending to support the launching of
new business initiatives with emergent market
demand.
22. Our information systems planning process is 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
well documented so that our planning group can
learn	 from	 the	 past	 planning	 experience
including success and failure cases.
23. When we plan our information systems we 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
carefully compare the strength and weakness of
the	 available	 strategic	 options	 such	 internal
development, out-sourcing, joint ventures, etc.
24. The formal structure in our information systems 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
strategy	 planning	 process	 enables	 us	 to
systematically co-ordinate the various planning
activities (e.g. defining business process,
defining business data, defining information
architecture, determining architecture priorities,
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etc.) and ensures that they would lead to
effective	 information	 systems	 strategy
formulation.
25. The formal structure in our information systems
planning	 process	 helps	 us	 to	 formulate
information	 systems	 strategies	 that	 are
supportive	 for	 our	 distinctive	 business
competence	 and	 compatible	 with	 our
information technology capabilities.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
26. The formal structure in our information systems
strategy	 planning	 process	 enables	 us	 to
systematically co-ordinate the various planning
activities	 (e.g.	 defining
	 business	 process,
defining business
	 data,	 defining information
architecture, determining architecture priorities,
etc.) and ensures that they would effectively
support our business
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
27. In	 our	 planning	 operations	 of	 information
systems, we have effective communication of
strategic	 intent,	 good	 interdepartmental
understanding,	 and	 interdepartmental
managerial co-operations.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
28. We offer continuous skill development for our
planning	 staff in	 acquiring	 and	 developing
knowledge	 and	 capabilities	 required	 to
effectively	 manage	 the	 information
infrastructure within our company.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
29. Our planning team is organised in such a way so
that individual team member is empowered to
engage actively in the decision-making process
in	 various	 stages	 of	 information	 systems
planning.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
30. We depend on competent IT professionals and
their managerial skills so that the formulated
information systems plans can be implemented
timely, smoothly and effectively.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
31. We have formal procedures for the technical
evaluations
	 on	 the	 various	 options	 on	 the
architecture choice and system configurations
for our information systems.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
32. Our decision on the degree of the technical
sophistication of our information systems is
basically guided by the requirement of our
business strategy and not the other way round.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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33. When we plan our information systems, we 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
always explore the capabilities of information
technology/systems,	 which	 can	 actually
differentiate our product and/or services from
our competitors.
34. The	 success	 of	 our	 information	 systems 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
planning depends very much on the extent to
which we can integrate the appropriate
information systems architecture with our
business initiatives by providing essential IT
support in data analysis, database management,
decision support, value-added products/services.
*	 *	 *
We would be very grateful if you would provide the following background information to us:
9. Your Title:
10. Name of the company: 	
11. The name of the industry which your company is associated with:
CI Manufacturing
CI Shipping
0 Banking
CI Import/export
C3 Finance
CI Others, please specify: 
	
Please put this questionnaire in the attached self-addressed envelope and mail it to:
Mr. H. S. Wong,
C/o The Department of Maritime Studies,
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University,
Hunghom,
Kowloon.
Or you may choose to fax it back to me on Fax No. 2330 2704.
Thank you very much!
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Dear (Name supplied)
I am now undertaking a PhD study entitled:
"The development of measures to assess the structural relationships between
information systems strategy, business strategy and company business petfonnance"
The progress so far is mainly dealing with instrument development. For this purpose,
I have drafted two instruments:
Questionnaire I: "A study on the assessment of the content and the process of
formulation of business strategy."
Questionnaire II: "A study on the assessment of the content and process of
formulation of information systems strategy."
One important step in instrument development is the content validity check. The
content validity of a measuring instrument is the extent to which it provides adequate
coverage of the topic under study. If the instrument contains a representative sample
of the universe of subject matter of interest, then the content validity is good. One
way to determine the content validity is to use a panel of persons to judge how well
the instrument meets the standard.
Since you are a learned person with excellent analytical skills, please spare a few
minutes to check the content validity of the proposed instrument. In order to do that,
the following documents are attached for your perusal:
> Instruction to independent judges
> Questionnaire I
> Questionnaire II
I would be very grateful if you could give me the results of your judgements via e-
mail or other means on or before 7 October 1998.
If you have any query, please feel free to contact me.
Yours sincerely,
H.S. Wong
Department of Maritime Studies
PolyU
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Instructions to Independent Judges
for
Content Validity Check of the Survey Instrument
Attached please find two questionnaires:
Questionnaire I: A study on the assessment of the content and
process of formulation of business strategy.
Questionnaire II: A study on the assessment of the content and
process of formulation of information systems strategy.
For each of the dimensions shown in the table, please write down the
question numbers, which you think should correspond to each of the
dimensions described on the left.
Thank you for your support and co-operation.
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Dimensions
Corresponding
Question Numbers
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Questionnaire I — The content and the process of formulation of business
strategy:
• Strategic Goals:
The goals of the content of the business strategy
focusing on the survival, economic performance, social
conduct and other fundamental positions or results
which the organisation has made commitments to
achieve.
• Scope of the Strategy Content:
This dimension deals with the strategy with which an
organisation would adopt to extend or change its
business scope - diversification, vertical integration,
geographic expansion, strategic alliances, and the
methods of changing its business scope by internal
growth, acquisitions, or divestments, etc.
• Competitive Strategic Orientation:
This dimension focuses on the determinants of business
unit performance, taxonomies of strategic orientations
in competitive environment. Examples are:
Company Aggressiveness: - Push to dominate (i.e. increase
market share) even if this means reduced prices and cash flow.
Company Analysis: - Reliance on detailed, numerically
oriented studies prior to action.
Company Internal Defensiveness: - Emphasis on cost cutting
and efficiency; internally "lean and mean".
Company External Defensiveness: - Forming tight market
alliances (e.g. with suppliers, customers, and distributors).
Company Futurity: - Having forward-looking, long-term
focus.
Company Proactiveness:
services; a step ahead of c
Company Risk Aversion: 
projects.
Company Innovativeness:
are strengths.
- First to introduce new products and
ompetition.
- Reluctance to embark on risky
- Creativity and experimentation
Dimensions
Corresponding
Question Numbers
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• Organisational	 Aspects	 of	 Business	 Strategy
planning:
The process of the formulation of strategic decisions
within the context of organisational structure, roles, and
reporting relationships. The issues of the formality of
planning	 process,	 scope	 co-ordination,
	 and
communication	 between	 various	 departments	 are
relevant issues in the business strategy context.
• Individual Aspects of Business Strategy Planning:
This dimension mainly concerns with the attributes of
the business strategy planning process in relation to the
behaviours of individuals in an organisation. The key
elements in this dimension are: individual participation
and influence, the acquisition and the development of
skills, competence or capabilities of the individuals and
the organisation to execute the key tasks that support a
business strategy.
1-1
a)
s.•
..0
ct
:
Z0
..4-)
rn
a)
=
CY
• Technological Aspects of Business Strategy
Planning:
.
The decision making process in relation to the extent to
which business strategy can best be supported by the
appropriate technological configurations of information
systems in different phases of its formulation and
implementation.
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Questionnaire II— The content and process of formulation of information
systems strategy:
Dimensions
Corresponding
Question Numbers
• Distinctive Competence:
Z©
..4i-,
cz
The	 major	 ingredients	 emphasised by	 a	 firm in
designing and operating its IS and add value to its
5 products and services. The key issues addressed by this
L.Ia dimension are:
-a >	 Cost of information systems and technology.
co4 D	 Flexibility to provide different classes of
0 information.
+.)
Z
a.)	 ok4-A
g	 .4c2
0	 RI
>	 Ability to provide specialised information.
D	 IT contribution to the creation of new business
strategies.
U 6,
••
>	 IT support for the business strategy enforced.
D	 Strategic Intent of information technology.
4t	 `A
,..,
6	 CL)
-4-/
CI	 c,,
pi • Organisational Information Quotient:
`,..." cf)
*0 >	 Aiming for system robustness1-1
a)
w
•,..,
al
g
g
•
D	 Capturing market and customer focus 	 .
>	 Balancing the provision of more functional levels to
strategy
0
..
4-)
cn
a)
g
• IS Infrastructure and Governance:
>	 Technical Configurations
Cd D	 Organisational Constraints
D	 Administrative capabilities
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Dimensions
Corresponding
Question Numbers
• Organisational	 Aspects	 of Information	 Systems
Strategy Planning:
cn5
cu
-4-)
cl)
The process of the formulation of information systems
strategy within the context of organisational structure,
..1
cA roles, and reporting relationships. The issues of the
g formality of planning process, scope co-ordination, and
©
...4-)
cid
communication
	 between	 various	 departments	 are
relevant issues in the IS strategy context.
ELi
a • Individual Aspects of Information Systems Strategy
-a Planning:
c4-1
cD	 ekp
cn	 0
al 'i
C.J
0	 c/
Similar to the business strategy planning process, this
dimension mainly concerns with the attributes of the IS
planning	 process	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 behaviours	 of
61	 eml
Pi Pi
cu
r=	 t4)
cu
••	 c'ss.•n
individuals in an organisation. The key elements in this
dimension are: individual participation and influence,
the	 acquisition	 and	 the	 development	 of	 skills,
competence or capabilities of the individuals and the
a ez organisation to execute the key tasks that support a
4.46
ca
business strategy.
A.( ,
In1
1n. I
cuLi
...
ct
• Technological Aspects of Information Systems
Strategy Planning:
=
:0
...1
The decision making process in relation to the extent to
which	 IS	 strategy can best be	 supported by	 the
4.4
ro appropriate technological configurations of information
: systems in different phases of its formulation and
0 implementation.
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Stamp
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University
Mr. H. S. Wong, Assistant Professor,
The Department of Maritime Studies
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University
Hunghom
Kowloon
Department of Maritime Studies
Phone: 2766 7419
Fax:	 2330 2704
E-mail: cmshsw@polyu.edu.hk
Please fold along this line
A Study on the Assessment of
The Content and the Process of Formulation of
Business Strategy
Questionnaire I 
This questionnaire is to be completed by a Senior Executive
(e.g. President, Chief Executive Officer, Managing Director, General
Manager, etc.) Familiar with the Strategy of the Company
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Part A	 The Content of Business strategy
Please assess the following statements in relation to the content of your company's business
strategy. Then please indicate by circling the appropriate number on a scale of 1 to 7 the
extent to which you agree with each of the following statements.
Key of the scale:
/ 41111-tariLn 3 ..zrav-,r4t 4 DIVI-VIVIOri- 5s u 	 6 zta...%.7.
Strongly	 Disagree	 Slightly	 Neutral
	
Slightly	 Agree	 Strongly
disagree	 disagree	 agree	 agree
Strongly	 Neutral	 Strongly
disagree	 agree
1. We have clearly defined goals for our business
strategy so that we know what we are aiming	 1
for.
2. The goals of our business strategy tend to focus 	 1
on the prospect of becoming a leader in the
industry.
3. The goals of our business strategy tend to focus 	 1
on the prospect of continual improvement of
business performance.
4. The goals of our business strategy tend to focus 	 1
on the prospect of enhancing our corporate
image with ethical business practice.
5. We are willing to diversify into other business 	 1
areas when we have such an opportunity and are
supported by the results of detailed analysis.
6. We consider vertical integration with our 	 1
suppliers and/or distributors is an effective way
to expand the scope of our business.
7. Expanding our business operations into other 	 1
countries or regions is an effective way to
enlarge our market share.
8. In expanding or changing the scope of our
	
1
business, we prefer to use the method of internal
growth and/or divestment because this would
improve and develop our managerial skills.
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
2 3 4 5 6 7
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9.	 When we decide to diversify, we would first
consider the possibility of acquiring another
company in that business.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
10. When we decide to outperform our competitors
in market share, we would push to dominate
even if this could mean reduced prices and
profits.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
11. When we push to dominate, we are not deterred
by	 the	 temporary	 reduction	 in	 net	 profits
because we are confident that our actions are
well supported by detailed studies and analysis.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
12. We tend to perform detailed internal assessment
for effective cost cutting and higher operational
efficiency.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
13. Higher operational efficiency enables us to be
more	 competitive	 by	 differentiating	 our
products/services with better quality.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. We tend to form strategic alliance with our
crucial	 business	 partners	 for	 effective	 cost
cutting and efficient utilisation of resources.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
15. We	 believe	 that	 effective	 strategic	 alliance
should be based on forward-looking and long-
term perspective and should not be deterred by
short-term	 fluctuations	 in	 economic
environments.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
16. In the time of economic downturn, we always
strive	 to	 develop	 and	 introduce	 new
products/services	 a	 step	 ahead	 of	 our
competitors.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
17. We always encourage and support our staff to
generate innovative business and/or marketing
ideas.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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1. We set up formal structure involving business
managers and information technology (IT)
professionals to define the goals and scope of
our business strategy.
2. We have formal process involving business
managers and IT professionals to assess whether
the goals and scope of our business strategy are
viable.
3. We have formal process involving business
managers and IT professionals to evaluate the
effectiveness of our business strategic plans.
4. Our formal business planning process speeds up
new business initiatives with emergent market
demand.
5. Our business strategy planning process is well
documented so that we can learn from the past
planning experience including success and
failure cases.
6. The formal structure in our business strategy
planning process enables us to systematically
co-ordinate the various planning activities (e.g.
environmental assessment, internal assessment,
etc.) and ensures that they would lead to
effective strategy formulation.
Part B	 The Process of Business Strategy Planning
Please assess the following statements in relation to the process of business strategy
planning in your company. Then please indicate by circling the appropriate number on a
scale of 1 to 7 the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements.
Key of the scale:
•otiJor. 1 64 	 .1,,t..,„%.24:v: 2	 -	 1-= 3 of.f.f,M71".?ftWei	 rapi 7 :11M-if=
Strongly	 Disagree	 Slightly	 Neutral
	
Slightly	 Agree	 Strongly
disagree	 disagree	 agree 	 agree
7. The formal structure in our business strategy
planning process enables us to formulate
business strategies that are compatible with our
distinctive business competence.
Strongly
disagree
Neutral Strongly
agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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8. The formal structure in our business strategy
planning process enables us to systematically
review the various planning activities (e.g.
environmental assessment, internal assessment,
etc.) and ensures that they are well supported by
our information systems.
9. The formal structure of the planning process of
our business strategy ensures effective
communication of strategic intent, good
interdepartmental understanding, and
interdepartmental managerial co-operations.
10. We provide continuous skill development for
our staff in acquiring and developing the
necessary knowledge and competence for the
effective development of our business strategies.
11. Our planning team is organised in such a way so
that individual team member is empowered to
engage actively in the decision-making process
in various stages of strategy planning.
12. We depend on competent managerial skills so
that the formulated business strategy plans can
be implemented timely, smoothly and
effectively.
13. When we plan our business strategy, we
emphasise on the extent to which information
technology/systems can actually help us in our
business operations.
14. When we plan our business strategy, we
emphasise on the capabilities of information
technology/systems, which can actually
differentiate our product and/or services from
our competitors.
15. The success of our business strategy planning
depends very much on the support of the
appropriate information systems architecture in
providing essential data analysis, forecasting,
simulation and processing.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Part C	 Performance Evaluation
Please think about the business performance of your company averaged over the past three
years and evaluate the performance relative to the norm of the industry in which your
company operates. Then please indicate your best estimate of the company's business
performance by circling the appropriate number on a scale of 1 to 7 for each of the following
performance indicators.
Key of the scale:
t-44,041. 1 44,4,,,estAwicv 2mak,--titTALew
	3
	 4 xerior,:i.ottuii. 5 4414.4404/4:44.,.- 6
Much
	
Worse than Slightly	 Same as the Slightly	 Better than	 Much better
worse than	 the norm	 worse than	 norm in the better than	 the norm	 than the
the norm	 the norm	 industry	 the norm	 norm
Much
worse Same
Much
Better
1. Gain in market share 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2. Sales growth rate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3. Financial liquidity position (cash flow) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4. Operating profits before financing and taxation 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Return on investment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Return on sales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. Overall business performance 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*	 *	 *
We would be very grateful if you would provide the following background information to us:
1. Your Title:
2. Name of the company:
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Negative
0 - 5%
5 - 10%
10- 15%
15 - 20%
20 - 25%
Over 25%
1995
3. The approximate number of employees in your company:
O Less than 100
O 100 - 200
O 201 - 500
O 501 - 1000
O 1000 - 2000
O Over 2000
4. Type of company:
O Privately owned company
O Publicly listed company
O Subsidiary of a publicly listed company
5. The company's percentage growth in sales turnover compared with previous year (Please
tick in the appropriate boxes for each of the past three years):
1997	 1996
	
1995
6. The company's percentage growth in net profit compared with previous year:
Negative
1997
0
1996
0
0 - 5% 0 0
5 - 10% 0 0
10 - 15% 0 0
15 - 20% 0 0
20 - 25% 0 0
Over 25% 0 0
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1996	 1995
7. The company's percentage growth in total assets:
Negative
0 - 5%
1997
U
0
5 - 10% 0
10 - 15% 0
15 - 20% 0
20 - 25% 0
Over 25% 0
- End -
When completed, please fold this questionnaire along the dotted line on the front cover,
sealed with adhesive tape and mail it back to us at your earliest convenience.
Thank you very much!
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Stamp
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University
Mr. H. S. Wong, Assistant Professor,
The Department of Maritime Studies
The Hong Kong Polytechnic University
Hunghom
Kowloon
Department of Maritime Studies
Phone: 2766 7419
Fax:	 2330 2704
E-mail: cmshsw@polyu.edu.hk
Please fold along this line
A Study on the Assessment of
The Content and Process of Formulation of
Information Systems Strategy
Questionnaire II 
This questionnaire is to be completed by a Senior Information Systems
Executive or by an executive familiar with the strategic values of the
company's information systems
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1. We tend to use our information systems (IS) in a
more effective way than our competitors to
achieve the goals of our business strategy.
2. Our information systems are capable of
providing various classes of information
according to the needs at different management
levels for operations and decisions.
3. The information systems in our company can
provide crucial information to us to justify new
business initiatives.
4. The strategic intent of our information systems
is to support and strengthen our planned
business initiatives.
5. The information systems used in our company
can assist us in formulating new business
strategies.
6. Our information systems effectively support us
in expanding the scope of our business and in
linking our suppliers and/or customers.
Part A:	 The Content of IS Strategy
Please assess the following statements in relation to the content of your company's information
systems strategy. Then please indicate by circling the appropriate number on a scale of 1 to 7 the
extent to which you agree with each of the following statements.
Key of the scale:
Attnwaaitil 1	 ,f•	 14444 2 oa."..z4N-Avo.:44-,3
Strongly	 Disagree	 Slightly	 Neutral
	
Slightly	 Agree	 Strongly
disagree	 disagree	 agree	 agree
Strongly	 Neutral	 Strongly
disagree	 agree
7. We prefer to build our own information systems
by internal research and development involving
IT professionals and business managers because
the systems so designed can specifically support
our business strategy.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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8. We understand that information systems built
with the state-of-the-art technology in hardware,
software and communication can best support
our business strategies.
9. We tend to design a scalable platform for our
information systems so that it can easily be
expanded and changed according to the needs of
our business initiatives.
10. We recognise that the best design for our
information systems can only be achieved by
integrating the talents of our IT and business
professionals.
11. The configurations of our information systems
(i.e. database management systems, network
systems, etc.) are designed to facilitate effective
realisation of our planned business strategy.
12. We understand that effective business
operations can only be run on information
systems designed with proper, formal and
secured procedures to ensure data security and
integrity.
13. Within the constraints of our company
resources, we always endeavour to set up cost-
effective information systems infrastructure in
terms of software/hardware, network
configurations, and administration procedures,
etc. to support our business initiatives.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14. In	 order	 to	 establish	 the	 cost-effective	 IT 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
infrastructure to support our business initiatives,
we do not exclude the choice from a series of
options	 like: joint	 venture	 with	 another IT
company, out-sourcing part or whole of our IT
functions, etc.
15. Even in the situations of joint venture or out- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
sourcing,	 we	 are always
	 in control	 of the
strategic goals of our information systems.
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Key of the scale:
1
	
7;sr.41"
Strongly	 Disagree
disagree
Slightly
disagree
Neutral
'
Slightly
agree 
Strongly
agree
Agree
4...lcztt;,:.Y.,,,vslta 3
1. We set up formal structure involving TT
professionals and business managers to plan our
information systems and formulate our
information systems strategy.
2. We have formal planning process to assess
whether the goals and scope of our information
systems strategy are viable.
3. We have formal planning process to evaluate the
effectiveness of our information systems plans.
4. Our formal information systems planning
process speeds up the launching of new business
initiatives with emergent market demand.
5. Our information systems planning process is
well documented so that we can learn from the
past planning experience including success and
failure cases.
6. The formal structure in our information systems
planning process enables us to systematically
co-ordinate the various planning activities (e.g.
defining business process, defining business
data,	 defining	 information
	 architecture,
determining architecture priorities, etc.) and
ensures that they would lead to effective
information systems strategy formulation.
Part B:
	
The Process of IS Strategy Planning
Please assess the following statements in relation to the process of information systems strategy
planning in your company. Then please indicate by circling the appropriate number on a scale of 1 to
7 the extent to which you agree with each of the following statements.
Strongly
disagree
Neutral Strongly
agree
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
7. The formal structure in our information systems 	 1	 2 3	 4 5	 6 7
planning process enables us to formulate
information systems strategies that are
supportive for our distinctive business
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competence and compatible with our
information technology capabilities.
8. The formal structure in our information systems 	 1	 2 3 4 5	 6 7
strategy planning process enables us to
systematically review the various planning
activities (e.g. defining business process,
defining business data, defining information
architecture, determining architecture priorities,
etc.) and ensures that they would effectively
support our business strategy.
9. The formal structure of the planning process of
our information systems ensures effective
communication of strategic intent, good
interdepartmental understanding, and
interdepartmental managerial co-operations.
10. We offer continuous skill development for our
staff in acquiring and developing the necessary
knowledge and competence for the effective
development of our information systems.
11. Individual team member of our planning team is
empowered to engage actively in the decision-
making process in various stages of information
systems planning.
12. We depend on competent IT professionals and
their managerial skills so that the formulated
information systems plans can be implemented
timely, smoothly and effectively.
13. Our decision on the degree of technical
sophistication of our information systems is
basically guided by the requirement of our
business strategy and not the other way round.
14. When we plan our information systems, we
always explore the capabilities of information
technology that can actually differentiate our
product and/or services from our competitors.
15. The success of our information systems
planning depends very much on the extent to
which we can integrate the appropriate
information systems architecture with our
business initiatives by providing essential IT
support in data analysis, database management,
decision support, value-added products/services.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
*	 *	 *
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We would be very grateful if you would provide the following background information to us:
1. Your Title:
2. Name of the company: 	
When completed, please fold this Questionnaire along the dotted line on the front cover,
sealed with adhesive tape and mail it back to us at your earliest convenience.
Thank you very much!
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dieClete The Hong Kong Polytechnic University
Hung Horn, Kowloon
Hong Kong
22 October 1998
Dear Professional Manager,
Project Introduction and Invitation for Views
I am an Assistant Professor in the Department of Maritime Studies, The Hong Kong
Polytechnic University and I would be very grateful if you could help in a pilot study for my
research project that bears the following title:
"The development of measures to assess the structural relationships between information
systems strategy, business strategy and company business performance"
The key objective of this research is to establish a model illustrating the structural
relationship between IS strategy, business strategy and organisational performance, and the
theoretical conceptualisation that a coalignment or strategic fit between these constructs
would have positive impact on business performance of organisations.
Your participation in this study is most welcome, and I would like to assure you that your
responses will be treated with the strictest confidence. Under no circumstance will your
responses be released to others. Individual data collected will be coded and reported only in
aggregate form.
Please answer each question according to your own judgement. If you are not familiar
with the IT aspects of this questionnaire, you might very well invite your IT manager to fill in
for you. For your convenience, the questionnaire has been self-addressed and stamped. Just
fold the questionnaire along the dotted line as indicated on the front cover, seal it and post it
back to me at your earliest convenience. Simply answer quickly, relying on your reflections.
There are no right or wrong answers.
Thank you for donating your time to assist me with this research. If you would like, I will
be glad to share with you the results of this research.
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If you have any query or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me by any of the
following means:
Phone : 2766 7419
Fax :	 2330 2704
E-mail : cmshsw@polyu.edu.hk
Thank you again for you participation in this study.
Yours sincerely,
H. S. Wong
Asst. Professor
Department of Maritime Studies
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1 eqet. r The Hong Kong Polytechnic University
Hung Horn, Kowloon
Hong Kong
«Title» «Initials» «Surname»
«Position»
«Full_Company_Style»
«Address_1»
«Address_2»
«Address_3»
«Address_4» Ref e Serial_No»
16 November 1998
Dear «Titleo «Surname»«Salutation»,
Invitation for Views
I am an Assistant Professor in the Department of Maritime Studies, The Hong
Kong Polytechnic University and I would be very grateful if you could help in a
research study that bears the following title:
"The development of measures to assess the structural relationships between
information systems strategy, business strategy and company business performance"
The key objective of this research is to establish a model illustrating the structural
relationship between IS strategy, business strategy and business performance, and the
theoretical conceptualisation that a coalignment or strategic fit between these
constructs would have positive impact on business performance of organisations.
Your participation in this study is most welcome, and I would like to assure you
that your responses will be treated with the strictest confidence. Under no
circumstance will your responses be released to others. Individual data collected will
be coded and reported only in aggregate form.
Please answer each question according to your own judgement. If you are not
familiar with the IT aspects of this questionnaire, you might very well invite your IT
manager to fill in for you. For your convenience, the questionnaire has been self-
addressed and stamped. Just fold the questionnaire along the dotted line as indicated
on the front cover, seal it and post it back to me at your earliest convenience. Simply
answer quickly, relying on your reflections. There are no right or wrong answers.
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Thank you for donating your time to assist me with this research. If you would
like, I will be glad to share with you the results of this research.
If you have any query or comments, please do not hesitate to contact me by any of
the following means:
Phone : 2766 7419
Fax : 2330 2704
E-mail : cmshsw@polyu.edu.hk
Thank you again for you participation in this study.
Yours sincerely,
/04 %-. 4)9Q
H. S. Wong
Asst. Professor
Department of Maritime Studies
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Scale Reliability Analysis (Coefficient Alpha)
(Business Strategy)
Sample Statistics:
Mean Std Dev Cases
Ql_A1 5.3777 .8526 278.0
Q1_A2 4.5827 .8984 278.0
Ql_A3 4.8957 .8748 278.0
Q1_A4 5.3094 .8092 278.0
Q1_A5 4.7698 .9058 278.0
Q1_A6 3.8129 .9804 278.0
Q1_A7 4.3309 1.0774 278.0
Q1_A8 4.6511 .9408 278.0
Ql_A9 4.8129 .8836 278.0
Q1_A1° 3.9856 .9423 278.0
Q1_A1l 4.0144 .9461 278.0
Q1_Al2 5.1906 .7946 278.0
Q1_A13 5.3273 .8480 278.0
Q1_A14 4.0863 .8910 278.0
Q1_A15 4.3417 .9280 278.0
Q1_A16 4.8237 .9732 278.0
Q1_A17 5.6763 .7900 278.0
Q1_B1 4.7410 1.0904 278.0
Q1_B2 4.6763 1.0863 278.0
Q1_133 4.6043 1.1344 278.0
Q1_B4 4.6655 .9189 278.0
Q1_B5 4.9496 .9969 278.0
Q1_B6 4.9532 1.0855 278.0
Q1_B7 5.1619 1.0367 278.0
Q1_B8 4.9460 1.0271 278.0
Q1_B9 5.2662 1.0308 278.0
Ql_B10 4.9712 1.0472 278.0
Q1_B11 4.8813 1.0391 278.0
Q1_B12 5.2698 1.0032 278.0
Q1_B13 4.9065 1.0010 278.0
Q1_B14 4.6835 .9541 278.0
Q1_B15 4.8345 1.2112 278.0
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Reliability of SG:
Mean Std Dev Cases
1. Ql_Al 5.3777 .8526 278.0
2. Ql_A2 4.5827 .8984 278.0
3. Q1_A3 4.8957 .8748 278.0
4. Q1_A4 5.3094 .8092 278.0
Covariance Matrix
Ql_Al
Ql_A2
Ql_A3
Ql_A4
Ql_Al
.7269
.2809
.3211
.3268
Q1_A2
.8072
.2415
.3462
Q1_A3
.7653
.2382
Q1_A4
.6549
Correlation Matrix
Q1_A1
Ql_A2
Q1_A3
Q1_A4
Ql_Al
1.0000
.3667
.4306
.4736
Ql_A2
1.0000
.3073
.4761
Ql_A3
1.0000
.3364
Ql_A4
1.0000
Reliability Coefficients	 4 items
Alpha =	 .7239	 Standardized item alpha =	 .7260
Reliability of SSC:
Mean Std Dev Cases
1. Q1_A5 4.7698 .9058 278.0
2. Q1_A6 3.8129 .9804 278.0
3. Q1_A7 4.3309 1.0774 278.0
4. Q1_A8 4.6511 .9408 278.0
5. Ql_A9 4.8129 .8836 278.0
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Covariance Matrix
Q1_A5
Ql_A6
Q1_A7
Ql_A8
Q1_A9
Q1_A5
.8205
.3250
.0837
.0638
.2239
Q1_A6
.9613
.1018
.1114
.1851
Q1_A7
1.1608
.2278
.0116
Q1_A8
.8850
.1294
Q1_A9
.7808
Correlation Matrix
Ql_A5	 Q1_A6	 Q1_A7
Q1_A5	 1.0000
Q1_A8 Q1_A9
Ql_A6	 .3660 1.0000
Q1_A7	 .0857 .0964	 1.0000
Q1_A8	 .0749 .1208	 .2247 1.0000
Q1_A9	 .2798 .2137	 .0122 .1557 1.0000
Reliability Coefficients 5 items
Alpha =	 .4856 Standardized item alpha = .4933
Reliability of CSO:
Mean	 Std Dev Cases
1.	 Q1_A10 3.9856	 .9423 278.0
2.	 Q1_A11 4.0144	 .9461 278.0
3.	 Q1_Al2 5.1906	 .7946 278.0
4.	 Q1_A13 5.3273	 .8480 278.0
5.	 Q1_A14 4.0863	 .8910 278.0
6.	 Ql_A15 4.3417	 .9280 278.0
7.	 Q1_A16 4.8237	 .9732 278.0
8.	 Q1_A17 5.6763	 .7900 278.0
Covariance Matrix
Ql_A10 Q1_A11	 Q1_Al2 Q1_A13 Q1_A14
Q1_A10
	 .8879
Q1_All
	 .3865 .8951
Q1_Al2
	 .0208 .1200	 .6314
Q1_A13
	 .0480 .1613	 .1829 .7192
Q1_A14
	 .1962 .2840	 .0701 .1305 .7940
Q1_A15
	 .1313 .2369	 .2090 .1007 .2736
Q1_A16
	 .2827 .3347	 .1673 .1265 .1705
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Q1_A17	 .0784	 .0985
	
.2966	 .1172	 .0028
Ql_A15	 Q1_A16	 Q1_A17
Q1_A15	 .8611
Q1_A16	 .2915	 .9472
Q1_A17	 .1868	 .2496	 .6241
Correlation Matrix
Ql_A10	 Ql_All
	
Q1_Al2 Ql_A13	 Ql_A14
Ql_A10 1.0000
Ql_All .4335 1.0000
Q1_Al2 .0278 .1596 1.0000
Q1_A13 .0601 .2011 .2714 1.0000
Q1_A14 .2337 .3368 .0990 .1727 1.0000
Q1_A15 .1501 .2699 .2834 .1280 .3309
Q1_A16 .3082 .3635 .2163 .1533 .1966
Q1_A17 .1053 .1318 .4725 .1749 .0039
Correlation Matrix
Ql_A15	 Q1_A16
	
Ql_A17
Ql_A15
Q1_A16
Q1_A17
1.0000
.3228
.2549
1.0000
.3246 1.0000
Reliability Coefficients	 8 items
Alpha =	 .6961	 Standardized item alpha = 	 .6941
Reliability of OABSP:
Mean Std Dev Cases
1. Ql_B1 4.7410 1.0904 278.0
2. Q1_B2 4.6763 1.0863 278.0
3. Ql_33 4.6043 1.1344 278.0
4. Q1_34 4.6655 .9189 278.0
5. Ql_35 4.9496 .9969 278.0
6. Q1_B6 4.9532 1.0855 278.0
7. Ql_B7 5.1619 1.0367 278.0
8. Ql_38 4.9460 1.0271 278.0
9. Ql_39 5.2662 1.0308 278.0
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Ql_B1
Covariance Matrix
Ql_B1	 Ql_B2
1.1890
Ql_B3 Q1_B4 Ql_B5
Ql_B2 .8473 1.1800
Ql_B3 .7275 .8570 1.2869
Ql_34 .3968 .4437 .4953 .8444
Ql_B5 .4273 .3446 .4638 .3766 .9938
Ql_B6 .4211 .4361 .5338 .4139 .6872
Ql_B7 .4608 .4497 .5553 .3504 .6219
Ql_B8 .5058 .5059 .6356 .4656 .5207
Q1_B9 .5132 .5305 .6689 .4973 .5297
Ql_B6	 Ql_B7	 Ql_B8	 Ql_B9
Ql_B6	 1.1783
Q1_B7	 .8090	 1.0748
Q1_B8	 .7123	 .7272	 1.0548
Ql_B9	 .7237	 .6896
	
.7003	 1.0625
Correlation Matrix
Ql_B1	 Ql_32	 Ql_B3	 Q1_B4	 Q1_B5
Ql_B1 1.0000
Q1_B2 .7153 1.0000
Q1_B3 .5881 .6954 1.0000	 .
Q1_B4 .3960 .4445 .4752 1.0000
Ql_B5 .3931 .3183 .4101 .4111 1.0000
Ql_B6 .3557 .3698 .4335 .4150 .6350
Q1_B7 .4077 .3993 .4721 .3678 .6017
Ql_B8 .4517 .4535 .5455 .4934 .5086
Ql_B9 .4566 .4738 .5720 .5251 .5155
Ql_36
Q1_B7
Ql_B8
Ql_B9
Ql_B6
1.0000
.7189
.6389
.6468
Ql_B7
1.0000
.6829
.6453
Ql_B8
1.0000
.6615
Ql_B9
1.0000
Reliability Coefficients	 9 items
Alpha =	 .9028	 Standardized item alpha = 	 .9029
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Reliability of IABSP:
	Mean	 Std Dev	 Cases
1. Q1_310	 4.9712	 1.0472	 278.0
2. Ql_Bll	 4.8813
	 1.0391
	
278.0
3. Ql_B12	 5.2698	 1.0032	 278.0
Covariance Matrix
Q1_310	 Ql_Bll	 Q1_312
Ql_B10	 1.0966
Q1_311	 .7042	 1.0797
Q1_312	 .6432	 .5556	 1.0064
Correlation Matrix
Q1_310	 Q1_311	 Q1_312
Ql_B10	 1.0000
Q1_311	 .6471	 1.0000
Q1_312	 .6122	 .5330	 1.0000
Reliability Coefficients	 3 items
Alpha =
	
.8169	 Standardized item alpha = 	 .8166
Reliability of TABSP:
Mean	 Std Dev	 Cases
1. Q1_B13	 4.9065	 1.0010	 278.0
2. Q1_314	 4.6835	 .9541	 278.0
3. Ql_B15	 4.8345	 1.2112	 278.0
Covariance Matrix
Q1_313	 Q1_B14	 Ql_B15
Q1_1313
	 1.0021
Ql_B14
	 .4396	 .9103
Q1_315
	 .5404	 .6117	 1.4671
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Correlation Matrix
Ql_B13	 Q1_B14	 Q1_B15
Ql_B13
Q1_B14
Ql_B15
1.0000
.4603
.4457
1.0000
.5293 1.0000
Reliability Coefficients	 3 items
Alpha =	 .7276	 Standardized item alpha = 	 .7335
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Scale Reliability Analysis (Coefficient Alpha)
Sample Statistics:
Mean
(IS Strategy)
SftiDev Cases
Q2_A1 4.3885 1.1401 278.0
Q2_A2 4.5468 1.0388 278.0
Q2_A3 4.9568 .9566 278.0
Q2_A4 5.0719 1.1121 278.0
Q2_A5 4.5576 1.1441 278.0
Q2_A6 4.8129 1.1018 278.0
Q2_A7 4.4496 1.1349 278.0
Q2_A8 4.8381 1.0642 278.0
Q2_A9 4.8165 1.0539 278.0
Q2_A10 5.0000 1.1557 278.0
Q2_A11 4.9964 .9964 278.0
Q2_Al2 5.4317 .9389 278.0
Q2_A13 5.1007 1.0633 278.0
Q2_A14 4.5180 1.0905 278.0
Q2_A15 5.1475 .9743 278.0
Q2_B1 4.6439 1.0227 278.0
Q2_B2 4.4532 1.0318 278.0
Q2_B3 4.5863 1.1517 278.0
Q2_B4 4.5432 1.0036 278.0
Q2_B5 5.0791 .9581 278.0
Q2_B6 4.6439 1.0049 •278.0
Q2_B7 4.7338 1.0023 278.0
Q2_B8 4.8957 .9613 278.0
Q2_B9 5.1007 .8814 278.0
Q2_B10 4.8453 .9732 278.0
Q2_B11 4.9928 .8952 278.0
Q2_B12 5.2878 .8475 278.0
Q2_B13 4.8741 .9473 278.0
Q2_B14 4.7122 .9669 278.0
Q2_B15 5.2914 .9258 278.0
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Reliability of DC:
Mean Std Dev Cases
1. Q2_Al 4.3885 1.1401 278.0
2. Q2_A2 4.5468 1.0388 278.0
3. Q2_A3 4.9568 .9566 278.0
4. Q2_A4 5.0719 1.1121 278.0
5. Q2_A5 4.5576 1.1441 278.0
6. Q2_A6 4.8129 1.1018 278.0
Covariance Matrix
Q2_A1
Q2_Al
1.2998
Q2_A2 Q2_A3 Q2_A4 Q2_A5
Q2_A2 .6171 1.0790
Q2_A3 .4573 .6049 .9151
Q2_A4 .8095 .5959 .4580 1.2367
Q2_A5 .7646 .5930 .5693 .7973 1.3089
Q2_A6 .6181 .5359 .5587 .5911 .6065
Q2_A6
Q2_A6	 1.2140
Correlation Matrix
Q2_Al
Q2_Al
1.0000
Q2_A2 Q2_A3 Q2_A4 Q2_A5
Q2_A2 .5211 1.0000
Q2_A3 .4193 .6088 1.0000
Q2_A4 .6385 .5159 .4305 1.0000
Q2_A5 .5862 .4989 .5202 .6266 1.0000
Q2_A6 .4920 .4682 .5301 .4824 .4811
Q2_A6
Q2_A6	 1.0000
Reliability Coefficients 	 6 items
Alpha =	 .8669	 Standardized item alpha = 	 .8673
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Reliability of OIQ:
Mean Std Dev Cases
1. Q2_A7 4.4496 1.1349 278.0
2. Q2_A8 4.8381 1.0642 278.0
3. Q2_A9 4.8165 1.0539 278.0
4. Q2_A10 5.0000 1.1557 278.0
5. Q2_A11 4.9964 .9964 278.0
6. Q2_Al2 5.4317 .9389 278.0
Q2_A7
Covariance Matrix
Q2_A7	 Q2_A8
1.2881
Q2_A9 Q2_A10 Q2_A11
Q2_A8 .5460 1.1325
Q2_A9 .5052 .6994 1.1106
Q2_A10 .5487 .8195 .7581 1.3357
Q2_All .3699 .5301 .4939 .7437 .9928
Q2_Al2 .4117 .6730 .5668 .7329 .4889
Q2_Al2
Q2_Al2 .8816
Correlation Matrix
Q2_A7 Q2_A8 Q2_A9 Q2_A10 Q2_All
Q2_A7 1.0000
Q2_A8 .4520 1.0000
Q2_A9 .4224 .6236 1.0000
Q2_A10 .4183 .6663 .6224 1.0000
Q2_A11 .3271 .4999 .4704 .6458 1.0000
Q2_Al2 .3864 .6735 .5729 .6753 .5226
Q2_Al2
Q2_Al2	 1.0000
Reliability Coefficients 	 6 items
Alpha =	 .8700	 Standardized item alpha = 	 .8721
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Reliability of ISIG:
Mean	 Std Dev	 Cases
1. Q2_A13 5.1007 1.0633 278.0
2. Q2_A14 4.5180 1.0905 278.0
3. Q2_A15 5.1475 .9743 278.0
Covariance Matrix
Q2_A13	 Q2_A14	 Q2_A15
Q2_A13
	
1.1306
Q2_A14	 .6119
	 1.1892
Q2_A15
	 .6855	 .6309	 .9493
Correlation Matrix
Q2_A13	 Q2_A14	 Q2_A15
Q2_A13
	 1.0000
Q2_A14	 .5277	 1.0000
Q2_A15	 .6616	 .5938	 1.0000
Reliability Coefficients	 3 items
Alpha =
	 .8118	 Standardized item alpha = 	 .8147
Reliability of OAISP:
Mean Std Dev Cases
1. Q2_B1 4.6439 1.0227 278.0
2. Q2_B2 4.4532 1.0318 278.0
3. Q2_133 4.5863 1.1517 278.0
4. Q2_B4 4.5432 1.0036 278.0
5. Q2_B5 5.0791 .9581 278.0
6. Q2_B6 4.6439 1.0049 278.0
7. Q2_B7 4.7338 1.0023 278.0
8. Q2_B8 4.8957 .9613 278.0
9. Q2_39 5.1007 .8814 278.0
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Q2_B1
Covariance Matrix
Q2_B1	 Q2_B2
1.0460
Q2_B3 Q2_B4 Q2_B5
Q2_B2 .7071 1.0646
Q2_B3 .6861 .8416 1.3265
Q2_B4 .5515 .5833 .6768 1.0072
Q2_B5 .4398 .4117 .5058 .4659 .9179
Q2_136 .6706 .5952 .6897 .6418 .4723
Q2_B7 .6377 .5579 .5899 .5206 .5266
Q2_B8 .6450 .5781 .5921 .5153 .4198
Q2_B9 .5414 .3982 .4714 .4505 .4685
Q2_136
Q2_B7
Q2_B8
Q2_B9
Q2_B6
1.0099
.6883
.6631
.5595
Q2_B7
1.0047
.6833
.5648
Q2_38
.9241
.5990
Q2_39
.7768
Q2_B1
Q2_B2
Q2_B3
Q2_B4
Q2_B5
Q2_B6
Q2_137
Q2_B8
Q2_B9
Q2_B1
1.0000
.6701
.5825
.5373
.4489
.6524
.6221
.6561
.6006
Correlation Matrix
Q2_B2
1.0000
.7082
.5633
.4164
.5740
.5394
.5829
.4379
Q2_B3
1.0000
.5855
.4584
.5959
.5109
.5348
.4644
•
Q2_B4
1.0000
.4845
.6364
.5175
.5342
.5093
Q2_B5
1.0000
.4906
.5483
.4559
.5549
Q2_B6
Q2_B7
Q2_B8
Q2_B9
Q2_B6
1.0000
.6833
.6864
.6316
Q2_B7
1.0000
.7092
.6393
Q2_B8
1.0000
.7070
Q2_B9
1.0000
Reliability Coefficients 	 9 items
Alpha =	 .9220	 Standardized item alpha =	 .9227
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Reliability of IAISP:
Mean	 Std Dev
	 Cases
1. Q2_B10 4.8453 .9732 278.0
2. Q2_B1l 4.9928 .8952 278.0
3. Q2_1312 5.2878 .8475 278.0
Covariance Matrix
Q2_B10	 Q2_B11	 Q21312
Q2_B10	 .9471
Q2_B1l	 .5151	 .8014
Q2_B12	 .5032	 .3956	 .7183
Correlation Matrix
Q2_B10	 Q2_B1l	 Q2_B12
Q2_B10
	
1.0000
Q2_Bll	 .5913	 1.0000
Q2_B12	 .6100	 .5214	 1.0000
Reliability Coefficients	 3 items
Alpha =	 .8011	 Standardized item alpha = 	 .8018
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Reliability of TAISP:
Mean	 Std Dev	 Cases
1. Q2_B13 4.8741 .9473 278.0
2. Q2_B14 4.7122 .9669 278.0
3. Q2_B15 5.2914 .9258 278.0
Covariance Matrix
Q2_B13	 Q2_B14	 Q2_315
Q2_B13	 .8974
Q2_B14	 .5268	 .9349
Q2_B15	 .5206	 .5607	 .8570
Correlation Matrix
Q2_B13	 Q2_B14	 Q2_B15
Q2_B13	 1.0000
Q2_B14	 .5751	 1.0000
Q2_B15
	 .5936	 .6264	 1.0000
Reliability Coefficients	 3 items
Alpha =	 .8169	 Standardized item alpha = 	 .8172
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Scale Reliability Analysis (Coefficient Alpha)
(Banking Industry Only)
Reliability of SG:
Mean Std Dev Cases
1. Ql_Al 5.3030 .7753 99.0
2. Ql_A2 4.3737 .7366 99.0
3. Q1_A3 4.8889 .7127 99.0
4. Ql_A4 5.3232 .7802 99.0
Correlation Matrix
Ql_Al	 Ql_A2
	
Q1_A3	 Ql_A4
Ql_Al	 1.0000
Q1_A2	 .3893	 1.0000
Ql_A3	 .3201	 .0993	 1.0000
Ql_A4	 .3762	 .4979	 .2488	 1.0000
N of Cases =	 99.0
Item Means
	
Mean	 Minimum
	
Maximum	 Range	 Max/Min	 Variance
	
4.9722	 4.3737	 5.3232
	
.9495	 1.2171	 .1993
Reliability Coefficients	 4 items
Alpha =	 .6587	 Standardized item alpha =	 .6551
Reliability of SSC:
Mean Std Dev Cases
1. Ql_A5 4.5859 .9148 99.0
2. Q1_A6 3.8384 .9444 99.0
3. Q1_A7 4.3434 1.1532 99.0
4. Q1_A8 4.6768 .9128 99.0
5. Q1_A9 4.6970 .8506 99.0
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Correlation Matrix
Q1 _A5
	
Q1_A6	 Q1_A7
	
Q1_A8	 Q1_A9
Ql_A5	 1.0000
QI_A6	 .2052	 1.0000
Q1_A7	
-.0476	
-.0047	 1.0000
Q1_A8	 .1313	 .0098	 .1938	 1.0000
Q1_A9	 .1911	
-.0362
	 -.0801
	 .3062
	 1.0000
N of Cases =
	 99.0
Item Means
	
Mean	 Minimum
	 Maximum
	 Range	 Max/Min	 Variance
	
4.4283
	 3.8384
	 4.6970	 .8586
	 1.2237
	 .1285
Reliability Coefficients
	 5 items
Alpha =	 .2982	 Standardized item alpha
	 .3224
Reliability of CSO:
Mean Std Dev Cases
1. Ql_A10 3.8889 .9571 99.0
2. Ql_All 3.8182 .9515 99.0
3. Q1_Al2 5.3232 . .6361 99.0
4. Ql_A13 5.4444 .8716 99.0
5. Ql_A14 3.8586 .8453 99.0
6. Q1_A15 4.1313 .9861 99.0
7. Q1_A16 4.5657 .9053 99.0
8. Ql_A17 5.8182 .6447 99.0
Appendix 10
	 432
Ql_A10
Correlation Matrix
Q1_A10	 Ql_All
1.0000
Ql_Al2 Ql_A13 Q1_A14
Ql_All .6274 1.0000
Q1_Al2 .0428
-.0874 1.0000
Ql_A13 .1454 .1969 .3456 1.0000
Q1_A14 .3966 .3103 .0289 .2524 1.0000
Q1_A15 .1886 .1888 .3383 .2638 .2306
Q1_A16 .4619 .4167 .1222 .2213 .1589
Q1_A17 .1158 .1452 .3687 .0908
-.0477
Ql_A15	 Q1_A16	 Q1_A17
Q1_A15	 1.0000
Q1_A16	 .1446	 1.0000
Q1_A17	 .4071	 .2130	 1.0000
N of Cases .
	 99.0
Item Means
	
Mean
	 Minimum	 Maximum	 Range
	 Max/Min
	 Variance
	
4.6061	 3.8182
	 5.8182
	 2.0000
	 1.5238
	 .6582
Reliability Coefficients
	 8 items
Alpha .	 .7049
	 Standardized item alpha =
	 .6985
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Dimensions of the IS Strategy Content
Sample size:
	 278
Sample Covariances
Q2_A15 Q2_A14 Q2_A13 Q2_Al2 Q2_A6
	 Q2_A5
	 Q2_A11
Q2_A15	 0.946
Q2_A14	 0.629	 1.185
Q2_A13	 0.683	 0.610
	 1.127
Q2_Al2	 0.541	 0.532
	 0.730	 0.878
Q2_A6	 0.423	 0.496
	 0.540	 0.448
	 1.210
Q2_A5
	
0.475	 0.546	 0.613
	 0.533	 0.604	 1.304
Q2_Al1	 0.475	 0.563	 0.572
	 0.487
	 0.575	 0.610	 0.989
Q2_A10	 0.640	 0.673	 0.795	 0.730	 0.698	 0.795
	 0.741
Q2_A9
	
0.487	 0.509	 0.518
	 0.565
	 0.430	 0.484	 0.492
Q2_A8
	
0.502	 0.566	 0.653
	 0.671
	 0.549
	 0.450
	 0.528
Q2_A7	 0.272	 0.177	 0.383
	 0.410	 0.336	 0.426	 0.369
Q2_A4	 0.554	 0.621	 0.705	 0.652
	 0.589	 0.794	 0.615
Q2_A3
	
0.420	 0.422	 0.472
	 0.378
	 0.557	 0.567	 0.446
Q2_A2
	
0.513
	 0.537	 0.574
	 0.451	 0.534	 0.591	 0.488
Q2_Al
	
0.446
	 0.525	 0.590	 0.573
	 0.616
	 0.762	 0.523
Q2_A10 Q2_A9
	 Q2_A8
	 Q2_A7
	 Q2_A4	 Q2_A3	 Q2_A2
Q2_A10	 1.331
Q2_A9
	
0.755	 1.107
Q2_A8
	 0.817	 0.697 ' 1.128
Q2_A7
	 0.547	 0.503	 0.544	 1.283
Q2_A4
	 0.773	 0.456	 0.576	 0.464	 1.232
Q2_A3
	 0.536	 0.470	 0.417	 0.127	 0.456	 0.912
Q2_A2
	 0.701	 0.503	 0.513
	 0.247
	 0.594
	 0.603	 1.075
Q2_A1
	 0.791	 0.578	 0.509
	 0.520
	 0.807	 0.456
	 0.615
Q2_Al
Q2_A1	 1.295
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Sample Correlations
Q2_A15 Q2_A14 Q2_A13 Q2_Al2 Q2_A6
	 Q2_A5	 Q2_Al1
Q2_A15	 1.000
Q2_A14	 0.594	 1.000
Q2_A13
	 0.662	 0.528	 1.000
Q2_Al2	 0.593
	 0.521	 0.734	 1.000
Q2_A6	 0.396	 0.414	 0.463	 0.434
	 1.000
Q2_A5	 0.428	 0.439	 0.506	 0.498	 0.481	 1.000
Q2_A11	 0.491
	 0.520	 0.542	 0.523	 0.526
	 0.537	 1.000
Q2_A10	 0.571	 0.536
	 0.649	 0.675	 0.550	 0.603	 0.646
Q2_A9	 0.476	 0.444	 0.464
	 0.573	 0.371
	 0.403	 0.470
Q2_A8	 0.486	 0.489	 0.579	 0.674	 0.470
	 0.371	 0.500
Q2_A7	 0.247	 0.144	 0.318
	 0.386	 0.270	 0.329
	 0.327
Q2_A4	 0.513	 0.514	 0.598
	 0.627	 0.482	 0.627	 0.557
Q2_A3	 0.452	 0.406	 0.466	 0.423	 0.530	 0.520	 0.469
Q2_A2	 0.509	 0.476	 0.522	 0.464	 0.468	 0.499	 0.473
Q2_A1
	 0.403	 0.424	 0.489	 0.538	 0.492	 0.586	 0.462
Q2_A10 Q2_A9
	 Q2_A8	 Q2_A7
	 Q2_A4	 Q2_A3	 Q2_A2
Q2_A10	 1.000
Q2_A9	 0.622	 1.000
Q2_A8	 0.666	 0.624	 1.000
Q2_A7	 0.418	 0.422	 0.452	 1.000
Q2_A4	 0.604	 0.390	 0.489	 0.369	 1.000
Q2_A3	 0.487	 0.468	 0.412	 0.118	 0.431	 1.000
Q2_A2	 0.586	 0.461	 0.466
	 0.210	 0.516	 0.609	 1.000
Q2_A1	 0.603	 0.483	 0.421	 0.403	 0.638	 0.419	 0.521
Q2_Al
Q2_A1	 1.000
Chi-square = 307.943
Degrees of freedom = 87
Probability level = 0.000
Maximum Likelihood Estimates
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Covariances:
Regression Weights:
	
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Q2_Al <
	
 DC	 1.000
Q2_A2 < 	
 DC	 0.877	 0.074	 11.818
Q2_A3 < 	
 DC	 0.747	 0.069	 10.862
Q2_A4 < 	
 DC	 1.026	 0.079	 12.996
Q2_A5 < 	  DC	 1.007	 0.082	 12.349
Q2_A6 < 	
 DC	 0.864	 0.079	 10.911
Q2_A7 < 	
 OIQ	 1.000
Q2_A8 < 	
 OIQ	 1.504	 0.188	 7.977
Q2_A9 < 	
 OIQ	 1.368	 0.178	 7.688
Q2_A10 < 	  OIQ	 1.836	 0.220	 8.342
Q2_A1l < 	  OIQ	 1.298	 0.169	 7.700
Q2_Al2 < 	  OIQ	 1.405	 0.172	 8.161
Q2_A13 < 	  ISIG	 1.000
Q2_A14 < 	  ISIG	 0.853	 0.069	 12.448
Q2_A15 < 	  ISIG	 0.850	 0.059	 14.354
Standardized Regression Weights:	 Estimate
Q2_A1 < 	  DC	 0.746
Q2_A2 < 	  DC	 0.718
Q2_A3 < 	  DC	 0.664
Q2_A4 < 	  DC	 0.785
Q2_A7 < 	  OIQ	 0.481
Q2_A8 < 	  OIQ	 0.772
Q2_A9 < 	  OIQ	 0.709
Q2_A10 < 	  OIQ	 0.867
Q2_A11 < 	  OIQ	 0.711
Q2_A5 < 	  DC	 0.748
Q2_A6 < 	  DC	 0.666
Q2_Al2 < 	  OIQ	 0.817
Q2_A13 < 	  ISIG	 0.837
Q2_A14 < 	 . ISIG	 0.696
Q2_A15 < 	  ISIG	 0.776
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
DC < 	 > OIQ	 0.404	 0.064	 6.336
DC < 	 > ISIG	 0.632	 0.076	 8.335
OIQ < 	 > ISIG	 0.435	 0.066	 6.569
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Correlations: Estimate
DC < 	
	
> OIQ	 0.874
DC < 	
	
> ISIG
	 0.839
OIQ <	 > ISIG	 0.899
Variances:
DC
OIQ
ISIG
ddl
dd2
dd3
dd4
dd7
dd8
dd9
ddlO
ddll
dd5
dd6
ddl2
ddl3
ddl4
ddl5
Squared Multiple Correlations:
Q2_A15
Q2_A14
Q2_A13
Q2_Al2
()2_A6
()2_A5
Q2_All
Q2_A10
Q2_A9
Q2_A8
Q2_A7
Q2_A4
Q2_A3
Q2_A2
Q2_Al
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
	
0.720	 0.103	 7.017
	
0.297	 0.072	 4.110
	
0.789	 0.096	 8.181
	
0.575	 0.057	 10.173
	
0.521	 0.050	 10.415
	
0.510	 0.047	 10.772
	
0.474	 0.049	 9.719
	
0.986	 0.086	 11.481
	
0.457	 0.044	 10.346
	
0.550	 0.051	 10.797
	
0.329	 0.038	 8.779
	
0.489	 0.045	 10.783
	
0.574	 0.057	 10.149
	
0.672	 0.063	 10.757
	
0.292	 0.030	 9.814
	
0.338	 0.042	 8.005
	
0.611	 .0.059	 10.343
	
0.376	 0.040	 9.413
Estimate
0.603
0.485
0.700
0.667
0.444
0.560
0.506
0.753
0.503
0.595
0.232
0.616
0.440
0.516
0.556
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Direct Effects
ISIG	 OIQ	 DC
Q2_A15
	
0.850
	
0.000
	
0.000
Q2_A14
	
0.853
	
0.000
	
0.000
Q2_A13
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Q2_Al2
	
0.000
	
1.405
	
0.000
Q2_A6
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.864
Q2_A5
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
1.007
Q2_All
	
0.000
	
1.298
	
0.000
Q2_A10
	
0.000
	
1.836
	
0.000
Q2_A9
	
0.000
	
1.368
	
0.000
Q2_A8
	
0.000
	
1.504
	
0.000
Q2_A7
	
0.000
	
1.000
	
0.000
Q2_A4
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
1.026
Q2_A3
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.747
Q2_A2
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.877
Q2_Al
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
1.000
Standardized Direct Effects
ISIG	 OIQ	 DC
Q2_A15
Q2_A14
Q2_A13
Q2_Al2
Q2_A6
Q2_A5
Q2_All
Q2_A10
Q2_A9
Q2_A8
Q2_A7
Q2_A4
Q2_A3
Q2_A2
Q2_Al
0.776
0.696
0.837
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.817
0.000
0.000
0.711
0.867
0.709
0.772
0.481
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.666
0.748
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.785
0.664
0.718
0.746
Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 33	 307.943
	 87	 0.000	 3.540
	
Saturated model
	 120	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model
	 15	 2567.371	 105	 0.000	 24.451
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Model	 RMR	 OFT	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model	 0.057	 0.870	 0.821	 0.631
	
Saturated model	 0.000
	 1.000
	
Independence model	 0.527	 0.223	 0.112	 0.195
	
DELTA1	 RHO'	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model	 0.880	 0.855	 0.911	 0.892	 0.910
	
Saturated model	 1.000	 1.000	 1.000
	
Independence model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model	 0.829	 0.729	 0.754
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000
Model	 NCP	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 220.943	 171.195	 278.283
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 2462.371	 2301.013	 2631.073
	
Model	 FM1N	 FO	 LO 90
	 HI 90
	
Default model	 1.112	 0.798	 0.618	 1.005
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 9.268	 8.889	 8.307	 9.498
	
Model	 RMSEA	 LO 90	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
	
Default model	 0.096.	 0.084	 0.107	 0.000
	
Independence model	 0.291	 0.281	 0.301	 0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model	 373.943	 377.989	 583.020	 526.655
	
Saturated model	 240.000	 254.713	 1000.281	 795.315
	
Independence model 	 2597.371	 2599.210	 2692.406	 2666.786
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Dimensions of the Process of IS Strategy
Sample size:
	 278
Sample Covariances
Q2_B9	 Q2_B15 Q2_B14 Q2_B13 Q2_B12 Q2_B11 Q2_B10
Q2_B9	 0.774
Q2_B15	 0.410	 0.854
Q2_B14	 0.446	 0.559	 0.932
Q2_B13
	 0.362	 0.519	 0.525	 0.894
Q2_B12	 0.306
	 0.484	 0.439	 0.407	 0.716
Q2_B11	 0.296
	 0.355	 0.376	 0.499	 0.394	 0.799
Q2_B10	 0.311	 0.466
	 0.402	 0.481	 0.501	 0.513
	 0.944
Q2_B8	 0.597	 0.422	 0.477	 0.437	 0.386
	 0.301	 0.448
Q2_B7	 0.563
	 0.391	 0.539	 0.445	 0.415	 0.448	 0.498
Q2_B6	 0.557	 0.453	 0.444	 0.488	 0.358	 0.382
	 0.423
Q2_B5	 0.467
	 0.355	 0.433	 0.380	 0.355	 0.450	 0.419
Q2_B4	 0.449	 0.504	 0.494
	 0.468	 0.326	 0.295	 0.339
Q2_B3	 0.470	 0.527	 0.521	 0.470
	 0.432	 0.454	 0.548
Q2_B2	 0.397
	 0.512	 0.512	 0.453	 0.395	 0.359
	 0.477
Q2_B1	 0.539	 0.453	 0.581	 0.491
	 0.379	 0.375	 0.467
Q2_B8
	 Q2_B7	 Q2_B6	 Q2_B5	 Q2_B4	 Q2_B3	 Q2_B2
Q238	 0.921
Q2_B7	 0.681
	 1.001
Q2_B6	 0.661	 0.686	 1.006
Q2_B5	 0.418	 0.525
	 0.471	 0.915
Q2_B4	 0.513	 0.519	 '0.639	 0.464	 1.004
Q2_B3	 0.590	 0.588
	 0.687	 0.504	 0.674	 1.322
Q2_B2	 0.576	 0.556	 0.593	 0.410	 0.581	 0.839	 1.061
Q2_B1	 0.643	 0.635
	 0.668	 0.438	 0.550	 0.684	 0.705
Q231
Q2_B1	 1.042
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Sample Correlations
Q2_B9	 Q2_B15 Q2_B14 Q2_B13 Q2_B12 Q2_B11 Q2_B10
Q2_B9	 1.000
Q2_B15
	 0.504	 1.000
Q2_B14
	 0.526	 0.626
	 1.000
Q2_B13	 0.435
	 0.594	 0.575
	 1.000
Q2_B12	 0.411	 0.620	 0.538	 0.508
	 1.000
Q2_B11
	 0.376	 0.429	 0.436	 0.591	 0.521	 1.000
Q2_B10
	 0.363	 0.519	 0.428
	 0.523	 0.610	 0.591	 1.000
Q2_B8	 0.707	 0.476	 0.515
	 0.481	 0.476	 0.352	 0.480
Q2_B7	 0.639	 0.422	 0.558
	 0.470	 0.490	 0.501
	 0.513
Q2_B6	 0.632	 0.488
	 0.459	 0.514	 0.422	 0.427	 0.434
Q2_B5	 0.555	 0.401	 0.469	 0.421	 0.439	 0.527	 0.451
Q2_B4	 0.509	 0.544	 0.511	 0.494	 0.384	 0.330
	 0.349
Q2_B3	 0.464	 0.496	 0.470	 0.432	 0.444
	 0.442	 0.490
Q2_B2	 0.438
	 0.538	 0.515	 0.465	 0.453	 0.390	 0.476
Q2_B1	 0.601	 0.480	 0.590	 0.509	 0.439
	 0.411	 0.470
Q2_B8	 Q2_B7	 Q2_B6	 Q2_B5	 Q2_B4
	 Q2_B3	 Q2_B2
Q2_B8	 1.000
Q2_B7	 0.709	 1.000
Q2_B6	 0.686	 0.683	 1.000
Q2_B5	 0.456	 0.548	 0.491	 1.000
Q2_B4	 0.534	 0.517
	 0.636	 0.485	 1.000'
Q2_B3	 0.535	 0.511	 0.596	 0.458	 0.586	 1.000
Q2_B2	 0.583	 0.539
	 0.574	 0.416	 0.563	 0.708	 1.000
Q2_B1	 0.656	 0.622	 0.652	 0.449
	 0.537	 0.582
	 0.670
Q2131
Q2_B1	 1.000
Chi-square = 366.079
Degrees of freedom = 87
Probability level = 0.000
Maximum Likelihood Estimates
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Covariances:
Regression Weights:
	
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.
	 Label
Q2_B1 < 	
 OAISP
	 1.000
Q2_B2 < 	
 OAISP	 0.939	 0.069	 13.600
Q2_B3 < 	
 OAISP
	 1.022	 0.078
	 13.170
Q2_B4 < 	
 OAISP
	 0.878	 0.068	 12.943
Q2_B5 < 	
 OAISP	 0.739	 0.067	 11.093
Q2_B6 < 	
 OAISP
	 1.011	 0.065	 15.532
Q2_B7 < 	
 OAISP
	 0.981	 0.066	 14.964
Q2_B8 < 	
 OAISP
	 0.962	 0.062	 15.418
Q2_B10 < 	
 IAISP	 1.000
Q2_B11 < 	
 IAISP	 0.846	 0.073	 11.591
Q2_B12 < 	
 IAISP	 0.878	 0.069
	 12.719
Q2_B13 < 	
 TAISP
	 1.000
Q2_B14 < 	
 TAISP
	 1.029	 0.081	 12.755
Q2_B15 < 	
 TAISP
	 1.010	 0.077	 13.088
Q2_B9 < 	
 OAISP
	 0.815	 0.059	 13.890
Standardized Regression Weights:
	 Estimate
Q2_B1 < 	
 OAISP	 0.799
Q2_B2 < 	
 OAISP	 0.743
Q2_B3 < 	
 OAISP	 0.725
Q2_B4 < 	
 OAISP	 0.715
Q2_B5 < 	
 OAISP	 0.630
Q2_B6 < 	
 OAISP	 0.822
Q2_B7 < 	
 OAISP	 0.799
Q2_B8 < 	
 OAISP
	 0.817
Q2_B10 < 	
 IAISP	 0.777
Q2_B11 < 	
 IAISP	 0.715
Q2_B12 < 	
 IAISP
	 0.783
Q2_B13 < 	
 TAISP	 0.763
Q2_B14 < 	 . TAISP
	 0.770
Q2_B15 < 	
 TAISP
	 0.789
Q2_B9 < 	
 OAISP
	 0.755
Estimate	 S.E.
	 C.R.	 Label
OAISP < 	 > IAISP	 0.459	 0.058	 7.858
OAISP <
	 > TAISP
	 0.484	 0.059	 8.241
IAISP < 	 > TAISP	 0.474	 0.058	 8.167
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Correlations:
	 Estimate
OAISP <
OAISP <
IAISP <
Variances:
> IAISP	 0.746
> TAISP	 0.823
> TAISP	 0.870
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
	
OAISP	 0.665	 0.084
	 7.877
	
IAISP	 0.569
	 0.079	 7.197
	
TAISP	 0.521	 0.073	 7.147
	
eel	 0.377	 0.037	 10.325
	
ee2	 0.475	 0.044	 10.759
	
ee3	 0.627	 0.058	 10.863
	
ee4	 0.491	 0.045	 10.914
	
ee5	 0.551	 0.049	 11.230
	
ee6	 0.327	 0.033	 10.065
	
ee7	 0.362	 0.035	 10.319
	
ee8	 0.306	 0.030
	 10.120
	
eel()	 0.375	 0.043	 8.706
	
eell
	 0.391	 0.040
	 9.701
	
eel2	 0.277	 0.032	 8.574
	
eel3	 0.373	 0.039	 9.465
	
eel4
	 0.380	 0.041
	 9.364
	
eel5
	 0.323
	 ‘0.036	 9.024
	
ee9	 0.332	 0.031	 10.680
Squared Multiple Correlations: Estimate
	
Q2_B9	 0.571
	
Q2_B15	 0.622
	
•Q2_B14
	 0.593
	
Q2_B13	 0.583
	
Q2_B12
	 0.613
	
Q2_Bl1
	 0.511
	
Q2_B10	 0.603
	
Q2_B8	 0.668
	
Q2_B7	 0.639
	
Q2_B6	 0.675
	
Q2_B5	 0.397
	
Q2_B4	 0.511
	
Q2_B3	 0.525
	
Q2_B2	 0.552
	
Q2_B1	 0.638
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Direct Effects
TAISP	 IAISP	 OAISP
Q2_B9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.815
Q2_B15	 1.010	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B14	 1.029	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B13	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B12
	 0.000	 0.878	 0.000
Q2_B11
	 0.000	 0.846	 0.000
Q2_B10	 0.000	 1.000	 0.000
Q2_B8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.962
Q2_B7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.981
Q2_B6	 0.000	 0.000	 1.011
Q2_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.739
Q2_B4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.878
Q2_B3	 0.000	 0.000	 1.022
Q2_B2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.939
Q2_B1	 0.000	 0.000	 1.000
Standardized Direct Effects
TAISP	 IAISP	 OAISP
Q2_B9	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.755
Q2_B15	 0.789	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B14	 0.770	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B13	 0.763	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B12	 0.000
	 0.783	 0.000
Q2_B11
	 0.000	 0.715
	 0.000
Q2_B10
	 0.000	 0.777	 0.000
Q2_B8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.817
Q2_B7	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.799
Q2_B6	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.822
Q2_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.630
Q2_B4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.715
Q2_B3	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.725
Q2_B2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.743
Q2_B1	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.799
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Summary of models
Model NPAR
	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model
	 33	 366.079	 87	 0.000	 4.208
	
Saturated model
	 120	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model 	 15	 2782.219	 105	 0.000	 26.497
Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model
	
0.049
	
0.852
	
0.796	 0.618
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.461
	
0.211
	
0.098	 0.185
	
DELTA1	 RHO1	 DELTA2
	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model
	
0.868
	
0.841	 0.896
	
0.874
	
0.896
	
Saturated model
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.000
	
0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI
	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.829
	
0.720
	
0.742
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Dimensions of the Content of Business Strategy
(Whole Sample)
Sample size:	 278
Sample Covariances Matrix
Ql_A17 Ql_A16 Ql_A15 Ql_A14 Q1_A13 Ql_Al2 Ql_All
Q1_A17	 0.622
Ql_A16
	 0.249
	 0.944
Ql_A15
	 0.186	 0.290	 0.858
Ql_A14
	 0.003
	 0.170	 0.273	 0.791
Ql_A13	 0.117
	 0.126	 0.100	 0.130
	 0.717
Q1_Al2
	 0.296	 0.167	 0.208
	 0.070
	 0.182	 0.629
01_All
	 0.098	 0.333	 0.236
	 0.283	 0.161	 0.120
	 0.892
Ql_A10
	
0.078
	 0.282	 0.131	 0.195	 0.048
	 0.021	 0.385
Ql_A9
	 0.105
	 0.222	 0.017	 0.095	 0.104	 0.126	 0.154
Ql_A8	 0.117
	 0.100	 0.087
	 0.142
	 0.251	 0.160	 0.099
Ql_A7	 0.132	 -0.014	 0.096	 0.144
	 0.183	 0.142	 0.204
Ql_A6
	
0.058
	 0.115
	 0.118	 0.196	 0.018	 0.144
	 0.287
Ql_A5
	
0.080	 0.146	 0.115	 0.164
	 0.079	 0.181	 0.172
Q1_A4
	
0.190	 0.116	 0.153	 0.178
	 0.269	 0.139	 0.114
Q1_A3
	
0.146	 0.122
	 0.212
	 0.135	 0.178	 0.182	 0.138
Ql_A2
	 0.124
	 0.275	 0.268
	 0.230	 0.201
	 0.166	 0.362
01_Al	 0.205	 0.207	 0.231
	 0.068
	 0.218
	 0.230	 0.120
Ql_A10 Q1_A9
	 Ql_A8	 Ql_A7
	 Ql_A6
	 01_A5	 Q1_A4
Ql_A10	 0.885
Q1_A9	 0.102	 0.778
Ql_A8
	 -0.009	 0.129	 0.882
Q1_A7
	 0.073	 0.012	 0.227
	 1.157
Ql_A6
	 0.271
	 0.184
	 0.111	 0.101
	 0.958
01_A5	 0.087
	 0.223	 0.064	 0.083
	 0.324
	 0.818
Q1_A4	 0.033
	 0.097
	 0.317	 0.160	 0.184
	 0.060	 0.653
Ql_A3	 -0.009	 0.031	 0.151
	 0.319	 0.146	 0.041	 0.237
Ql_A2
	 0.195
	 0.170	 0.218
	 0.134	 0.231	 0.138
	 0.345
01_Al	 0.009	 0.150	 0.204	 0.188
	 0.063	 0.098	 0.326
Q1_A3
	 Ql_A2	 Ql_Al
Ql_A3
	 0.762
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Ql_A2
	
0.241	 0.804
Ql_Al
	
0.320	 0.280	 0.724
Sample Correlations Matrix
Ql_A17 Q1_A16 Ql_A15 Q1_A14 Q1_A13 Q1_Al2 Ql_All
Q1_A17	 1.000
Q1_A16	 0.325	 1.000
Q1_A15	 0.255	 0.323	 1.000
Q1_A14	 0.004	 0.197
	 0.331	 1.000
Q1_A13	 0.175
	 0.153	 0.128
	 0.173	 1.000
Q1_Al2	 0.473	 0.216
	 0.283	 0.099	 0.271
	 1.000
Ql_All	 0.132	 0.363
	 0.270
	 0.337	 0.201	 0.160	 1.000
Ql_A10	 0.105	 0.308	 0.150
	 0.234	 0.060	 0.028	 0.434
Q1_A9
	 0.151
	 0.260	 0.021	 0.121
	 0.140	 0.180	 0.185
Ql_A8	 0.158	 0.110
	 0.100	 0.170	 0.316
	 0.215	 0.111
Ql_A7	 0.156	 -0.013	 0.096
	 0.151	 0.201	 0.166
	 0.201
Ql_A6	 0.075	 0.120
	 0.130	 0.225
	 0.022	 0.185	 0.310
Ql_A5
	 0.112	 0.167	 0.137
	 0.204	 0.103	 0.252	 0.202
Ql_A4
	 0.298	 0.147	 0.205
	 0.248	 0.394	 0.217
	 0.150
Q1_A3
	 0.212	 0.144	 0.262
	 0.174	 0.241	 0.262	 0.168
Q1_A2
	 0.175	 0.316	 0.323	 0.289	 0.265	 0.233
	 0.428
Ql_Al	 0.305	 0.250	 0.293	 0.090
	 0.303	 0.341	 0.150
Ql_A10 Q1_A9
	 Q1_A8	 Ql_A7	 Q1_A6	 Q1_A5	 Q1_A4
Ql_A10
	 1.000
Q1_A9
	 0.122	 1.000
Q1_A8
	 -0.010	 0.156	 1.000
Q1_A7
	 0.072	 0.012	 0.225
	 1.000
Q1_A6	 0.294	 0.214
	 0.121	 0.096	 1.000
Q1_A5	 0.102
	 0.280	 0.075	 0.086	 0.366
	 1.000
Q1_A4
	 0.044
	 0.137	 0.417	 0.184	 0.232	 0.083
	 1.000
Q1_A3	 -0.011	 0.040	 0.184	 0.339	 0.171	 0.052
	 0.336
Q1_A2
	 0.232	 0.215	 .0.259
	 0.139	 0.264	 0.170
	 0.476
Ql_Al	 0.011	 0.200
	 0.255	 0.205	 0.076	 0.127	 0.474
	
Q1_A3
	 Q1_A2	 Ql_Al
Ql_A3	 1.000
Q1_A2	 0.307	 1.000
Ql_Al	 0.431	 0.367	 1.000
Chi-square = 414.239
Degrees of freedom = 116
Probability level = 0.000
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Covariances:
SG <
SG <
Regression Weights:
	
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Ql_Al <
	
 SG	 1.000
Q1_A2 < 	
 SG	 1.110	 0.131	 8.461
Q1_A3 < 	
 SG	 0.843	 0.120	 7.045
Q1_A4 < 	
 SG	 1.003	 0.118	 8.474
Q1_A5 < 	
 SSC	 1.000
Q1_A6 < 	
 SSC	 1.192	 0.254	 4.684
Q1_A7 < 	
 SSC	 0.871	 0.238	 3.664
Q1_A8 < 	
 SSC	 1.008	 0.230	 4.382
Q1_A9 < 	
 SSC	 0.906	 0.212	 4.274
Ql_A10 < 	
 CSO	 1.000
Ql_All < 	
 CSO	 1.560	 0.327	 4.776
Q1_Al2 < 	
 CSO	 1.184	 0.257	 4.604
Q1_A13 < 	
 CSO	 1.059	 0.248	 4.265
Q1_A14 < 	
 CSO	 1.147	 0.265	 4.326
Q1_A15 < 	  CSO	 1.423	 0.306	 4.655
Q1_A16 < 	
 CSO	 1.546	 0.328	 4.715
Q1_A17 < 	
 CSO	 1.087	 0.244	 4.457
Standardized Regression Weights:	 Estimate
Ql_Al < 	  SG	 0.642
Q1_A2 < 	
 SG	 0.676
Q1_A3 < 	
 SG	 0.527
Q1_A4 < 	
 SG	 0.678
Q1_A5 < 	
 SSC	 0.435
Q1_A6 < 	
 SSC	 0.479
Q1_A7 < 	
 SSC	 0.319
Q1_A8 < 	
 SSC	 0.422
Q1_A9 < 	
 SSC	 0.404
Q1_A10 < 	  CSO	 0.357
Ql_All < 	  CSO	 0.555
Q1_Al2 < 	  CSO	 0.502
Q1_A13 < 	  CSO	 0.421
Q1_A14 < 	
 CSO	 0.433
Q1_A15 < 	  CSO	 0.516
Q1_A16 < 	  CSO	 0.535
Q1_A17 < 	
 CSO	 0.463
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
> SSC	 0.151	 0.033	 4.560
> CSO	 0.138	 0.032	 4.380
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Variances: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
SSC < 	 > CSO
	 0.100	 0.027	 3.750
Correlations:	 Estimate
SG < 	
	
> SSC	 0.705
SG < 	
	
> CSO	 0.752
SSC <
	
> CSO	 0.759
	
SG	 0.298
	 0.057
	 5.265
	
SSC	 0.155
	 0.051
	 3.048
	
CSO	 0.113	 0.042	 2.703
	
dl	 0.426	 0.045	 9.430
	
d2	 0.437
	 0.049	 8.944
	
d3	 0.551	 0.052
	 10.501
	
d4	 0.353	 0.040	 8.917
	
d5	 0.663	 0.064
	 10.359
	
d6	 0.738	 0.074
	 9.938
	
d7	 1.039	 0.094	 11.106
	
d8	 0.725
	 0.069	 10.465
	
d9	 0.651	 0.061	 10.602
	
d10	 0.772
	 0.069
	 11.263
	
dll	 0.617	 0.060	 10.211
	
d12	 0.471	 0.044	 10.597
	
d13	 0.590
	 0.054	 11.024
	
d14	 0.643	 0.059	 10.967
	
d15	 0.629
	 0.060
	 10.501
	
d16	 0.674	 0.065	 10.370
	
d17	 0.488	 0.045
	 10.819
Squared Multiple Correlations:	 Estimate
Ql_A17	 0.215
Ql_A16
	 0.286
Ql_A15
	 0.267
Ql_A14
	 0.188
Ql_A13	 0.177
Ql_Al2	 0.252
Ql_All
	 0.308
Ql_A10	 0.128
Ql_A9	 0.163
Ql_A8	 0.178
Q1_A7	 0.102
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0.229
0.189
0.459
0.278
0.457
0.412
Ql_A6
Ql_A5
Ql_A4
Ql_A3
Ql_A2
Ql_A1
Direct Effects
CSO	 SSC	 SG
Q1_A17	 1.087	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A16	 1.546	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A15	 1.423	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A14	 1.147	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A13	 1.059	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_Al2	 1.184	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_All	 1.560	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_A10	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A9	 0.000	 0.906	 0.000
Q1_A8	 0.000	 1.008	 0.000
Q1_A7	 0.000	 0.871	 0.000
Q1_A6	 0.000	 1.192	 0.000
Q1_A5	 0.000	 1.000	 0.000
Q1_A4	 0.000	 0.000	 1.003
Q1_A3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.843
Q1_A2	 0.000	 0.000	 1.110
Ql_Al	 0.000	 0.000	 1.000
Standardized Direct Effects
CSO	 SSC	 SG
Q1_A17
	 0.463	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A16	 0.535	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A15	 0.516	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A14	 0.433	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A13	 0.421	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_Al2	 0.502	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_All
	 0.555	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A10
	 0.357	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A9	 0.000	 0.404	 0.000
Q1_A8	 0.000	 0.422	 0.000
Q1_A7	 0.000	 0.319	 0.000
Q1_A6	 0.000	 0.479	 0.000
Q1_A5	 0.000	 0.435	 0.000
Q1_A4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.678
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Ql_A3
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.527
Ql_A2
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.676
Ql_Al
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.642
Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 37	 414.239	 116	 0.000	 3.571
	
Saturated model	 153	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model	 17	 1103.878	 136	 0.000	 8.117
Model
	
RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model
	
0.068
	
0.832
	
0.779	 0.631
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.171
	
0.548
	
0.491	 0.487
	
DELTA1	 RHO1	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model
	
NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model
	
0.625
	
0.560	 Q.698
	
0.639
	
0.692
	
Saturated model
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.000
	
0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.853
	
0.533
	
0.590
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
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Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Process Dimensions of Business Strategy
Sample size:	 278
Sample Covariances
Ql_B15 Ql_B14 Ql_B13 Q1_B12 Ql_Bll
	 Ql_B10 Q1_B9
Q1_B15	 1.462
Ql_B14	 0.609	 0.907
Ql_B13
	 0.538
	 0.438	 0.998
Q1_B12	 0.498	 0.157	 0.489
	 1.003
Ql_Bll	 0.290	 0.214	 0.435
	 0.554	 1.076
Ql_B10	 0.488
	 0.336	 0.433	 0.641
	 0.702	 1.093
Q1_B9	 0.483	 0.343	 0.500
	 0.565	 0.629	 0.608
	 1.059
Q138	 0.531
	 0.289	 0.427	 0.522	 0.584
	 0.516	 0.698
Ql_B7
	 0.397
	 0.271	 0.396	 0.517	 0.584	 0.587	 0.687
Q1_B6
	 0.276	 0.352	 0.366	 0.520	 0.595
	 0.668	 0.721
Q1_B5
	 0.143	 0.214	 0.326	 0.521
	 0.595	 0.671	 0.528
Q1_B4	 0.276
	 0.376	 0.343	 0.324
	 0.331	 0.267	 0.496
Ql_B3	 0.568	 0.310	 0.564
	 0.625	 0.453	 0.471
	 0.666
Q1_B2
	 0.468
	 0.304	 0.560	 0.505
	 0.426	 0.354	 0.529
Ql_B1	 0.421	 0.289	 0.436
	 0.552	 0.469	 0.406	 0.511
Q1_B8	 Q1_B7	 Q1_B6	 Q1_B5	 Q1_B4	 Q1_B3	 Q1_B2
Q1_B8
	 1.051
Q1_B7	 0.725
	 1.071
Q1_B6
	 0.710	 0.806
	 1.174
Q1_B5
	 0.519	 0.620	 0.685	 0.990
Q1_B4	 0.464
	 0.349	 0.412	 0.375
	 0.841
Q1_B3	 0.633	 0.553	 0.532
	 0.462	 0.494	 1.282
Q1_B2
	 0.504	 0.448
	 0.435	 0.343	 0.442	 0.854
	 1.176
Ql_B1	 0.504	 0.459	 0.420	 0.426	 0.395
	 0.725	 0.844
Q1131
Ql_B1
	 1.185
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Sample Correlations
Q1_B15 Q1_B14 Ql_B13 Q1_B12 Ql_Bll Ql_B10 Q1_B9
Q1_B15
	 1.000
Ql_B14
	 0.529	 1.000
Q1_B13
	 0.446	 0.460	 1.000
Q1_B12	 0.411	 0.165	 0.489	 1.000
Ql_Bll
	 0.231
	 0.217	 0.420	 0.533	 1.000
Ql_B10
	 0.386
	 0.338
	 0.414	 0.612	 0.647	 1.000
Ql_B9	 0.388	 0.350	 0.486	 0.548	 0.589	 0.566	 1.000
Q1_B8	 0.428
	 0.296
	 0.416
	 0.508	 0.549	 0.482	 0.662
Q1_B7	 0.318
	 0.275
	 0.383	 0.499	 0.544	 0.543	 0.645
Q1_B6	 0.211
	 0.341
	 0.338
	 0.479	 0.530	 0.590	 0.647
Ql_B5	 0.119
	 0.226	 0.328	 0.523	 0.576	 0.645	 0.515
Q1_B4	 0.248	 0.431
	 0.374	 0.353	 0.348	 0.279	 0.525
Q1_B3	 0.415	 0.287
	 0.498	 0.551	 0.386	 0.398	 0.572
Q1_B2	 0.357	 0.294	 0.517	 0.465	 0.378	 0.312	 0.474
Ql_B1	 0.320	 0.278
	 0.401	 0.506	 0.416	 0.357	 0.457
Q1_B8	 Ql_B7	 Ql_B6	 Q1_B5	 Q1_B4	 Q1_B3	 Q1_B2
Q1_B8	 1.000
Q1_B7	 0.683	 1.000
Q1_B6	 0.639
	 0.719	 1.000
Q1_B5	 0.509	 0.602
	 0.635
	 1.000
Q1_B4	 0.493	 0.368
	 0.415	 0.411	 1.000
Q1_B3	 0.546	 0.472	 0.433	 0.410	 0.475
	 1.000
Q1_B2	 0.453	 0.399	 0.370	 0.318	 0.444	 0.695	 1.000
Ql_B1	 0.452
	 0.408	 0.356	 0.393	 0.396	 0.588	 0.715
Ql_B1
Ql_B1	 1.000
Chi-square = 404.798
Degrees of freedom = 84
Probability level = 0.000
Maximum Likelihood Estimates
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Covariances:
Regression Weights:
	
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Q1_B1 < 	  OABSP	 1.000
Q1_B2 < 	
 OABSP	 0.987	 0.085	 11.555
Q1_B3 < 	
 OABSP	 1.215	 0.118	 10.283
Q1_B4 < 	
 OABSP	 0.870	 0.115	 7.581
Q1_B5 < 	
 OABSP	 1.188	 0.135	 8.794
Q1_B6 < 	  OABSP	 1.453	 0.155	 9.386
Ql_B7 < 	
 OABSP	 1.401	 0.149	 9.433
Q1_B8 < 	
 OABSP	 1.370	 0.146	 9.370
Ql_B9 < 	
 OABSP	 1.408	 0.148	 9.484
Ql_B10 < 	
 IABSP	 1.000
Ql_Bll < 	
 IABSP	 0.938	 0.069	 13.510
Q1_B12 < 	
 IABSP	 0.873	 0.067	 12.938
Q1_B13 <
	  TABSP	 1.000
Q1_B14 < 	  TABSP	 0.880	 0.100	 8.841
Q1_B15 < 	  TABSP	 1.141	 0.127	 8.958
Standardized Regression Weights:	 Estimate
Q1_B1 < 	
Q1_B2 < 	
Q1_B3 < 	
Q1_B4 < 	
Q1_B5 < 	
Q1_,B6 < 	
Q1_B7 < 	
Q1_B8 < 	
Q1_B9 < 	
Ql_B10 <
Ql_Bll <
Q1_B12 <
Q1_B13 <
Q1_B14 <
Q1_B15 <
OABSP 0.550
OABSP 0.545
OABSP 0.642
OABSP 0.568
OABSP 0.715
OABSP 0.803
OABSP 0.810
OABSP 0.800
OABSP 0.819
IABSP 0.815
IABSP 0.770
IABSP 0.742
TABSP 0.721
TABSP 0.665
TABSP 0.679
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
OABSP < 	 > IABSP	 0.445	 0.063	 7.067
OABSP < 	 > TABSP	 0.284	 0.048	 5.950
IABSP < 	 > TABSP	 0.399	 0.060	 6.675
el < 	 > e3	 0.290	 0.054	 5.399
el < 	 > e2	 0.491	 0.060	 8.122
e2 < 	 > e3	 0.425	 0.057	 7.433
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Variances: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Correlations:
	 Estimate
OABSP <
	 > IABSP	 0.873
OABSP < 	 > TABSP
	 0.658
IABSP < 	 > TABSP	 0.652
el < 	 > e3
	 0.367
el < 	 > e2	 0.594
e2 < 	 > e3
	 0.538
	
OABSP	 0.358	 0.075	 4.787
	
IABSP	 0.725	 0.093	 7.801
	
TABSP	 0.518	 0.087
	 5.967
	
el	 0.826	 0.073	 11.322
	
e2	 0.827	 0.073	 11.333
	
e3	 0.754	 0.068	 11.061
	
e4	 0.570	 0.050	 11.295
	
e5	 0.485	 0.045	 10.725
	
e6	 0.418	 0.042	 9.948
	
e7	 0.368	 0.037	 9.844
	
e8	 0.378	 0.038	 9.981
	
e9	 0.349	 0.036	 9.722
	
el0
	 0.368	 0.044
	 8.286
	
ell	 0.438	 0.047
	 9.235
	
e12	 0.450	 0.047	 9.647
	
e13	 0.480	 0.061	 7.916
	
e14	 0.506	 0.056	 8.952
	
e15	 0.787	 0.090	 8.720
Squared Multiple Correlations:
	 Estimate
Q1_B15 0.461
Q1_B14 0.442
Ql_B13 0.519
Ql_B12 0.551
Ql_Bll 0.593
Ql_B10 0.663
Ql_B9 0.670
Ql_B8 0.640
Ql_B7 0.657
Q1_B6 0.644
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0.511
0.322
0.412
0.297
0.302
Ql_B5
Ql_B4
Ql_B3
Ql_B2
Ql_B1
Direct Effects
TABSP	 IABSP
	 OABSP
Ql_B15
	
1.141
	
0.000
	
0.000
Ql_B14
	
0.880
	
0.000
	
0.000
Ql_B13
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Ql_B12
	
0.000
	
0.873
	
0.000
Ql_Bll
	
0.000
	
0.938
	
0.000
Ql_B10
	
0.000
	
1.000
	
0.000
Ql_B9
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
1.408
Ql_B8
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
1.370
Ql_B7
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
1.401
Ql_B6
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
1.453
Ql_B5
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
1.188
Ql_B4
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.870
Ql_B3
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
1.215
Ql_B2
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.987
Ql_B1
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
1.000
Standardized Direct Effects
TABSP	 IABSP
	 OABSP
Ql_B15
	
0.679
	
0.000
	
0.000
Ql_B14
	
0.665
	
0.000
	
0.000
Ql_B13
	
0.721
	
0.000
	
0.000
Ql_B12
	
0.000
	
0.742
	
0.000
Ql_Bll
	
0.000
	
0.770
	
0.000
Ql_B10
	
0.000
	
0.815
	
0.000
Ql_B9
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.819
Ql_B8
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.800
Ql_B7
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.810
Ql_B6
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.803
Ql_B5
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.715
Ql_B4
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.568
Ql_B3
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.642
Ql_B2
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.545
Ql_B1
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.550
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Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model
	 36	 404.798	 84	 0.000	 4.819
	
Saturated model	 120	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model 	 15	 2583.266	 105	 0.000	 24.603
	
Model
	
RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model	 0.080	 0.842	 0.774	 0.589
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 1.000
	
Independence model 	 0.473	 0.250	 0.142	 0.218
	
DELTA1	 RHO1	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model	 0.843	 0.804	 0.872	 0.838	 0.871
	
Saturated model	 1.000	 1.000	 1.000
	
Independence model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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Direct Effects of the Content Dimensions of IS Strategy
on
Business Performance
(Whole Sample: Model A_P)
Sample size:	 278
Sample Covariances
profit	 incom_gw sales_gw Q2_A15 Q2_A14 Q2_A13 Q2_Al2
profit	 0.750
incom_gw	 0.357	 1.062
sales_gw	 0.454	 0.357	 0.789
Q2_A15	 0.213	 0.031	 0.191	 0.946
Q2_A14	 0.324	 0.200	 0.303	 0.629	 1.185
Q2_A13
	 0.235	 0.077	 0.164	 0.683	 0.610	 1.127
Q2_Al2	 0.216	 0.103	 0.182	 0.541	 0.532	 0.730	 0.878
Q2_A6	 0.321	 0.139	 0.262	 0.423	 0.496	 0.540	 0.448
Q2_A5	 0.252	 0.066	 0.335	 0.475	 0.546	 0.613	 0.533
Q2_A11	 0.201	 0.052	 0.159	 0.475	 0.563	 0.572	 0.487
Q2_A10	 0.348	 0.112	 0.351	 0.640	 0.673	 0.795	 0.730
Q2_A9	 0.235	 0.102	 0.236	 0.487	 0.509	 0.518	 0.565
Q2_A8	 0.238	 0.108	 0.257	 0.502	 0.566	 0.653	 0.671
Q2_A7	 0.118	 0.100	 0.153	 0.272	 0.177	 0.383	 0.410
Q2_A4	 0.373	 0.145	 0.299	 0.554	 0.621	 0.705	 0.652
Q2_A3	 0.226	 0.099	 0.311	 0.420	 0.422	 0.472	 0.378
Q2_A2	 0.379	 0.096	 0.415	 0.513	 0.537	 0.574	 0.451
Q2_A1	 0.472	 0.177	 0.333	 0.446	 0.525	 0.590	 0.573
Q2_A6	 Q2_A5	 Q2_A11 Q2_A10 Q2_A9	 Q2_A8	 Q2_A7
Q2_A6	 1.210
Q2_A5	 0.604	 1.304
Q2_A11
	 0.575	 0.610	 0.989
Q2_A10	 0.698	 0.795	 0.741	 1.331
Q2_A9	 0.430	 0.484	 0.492	 0.755	 1.107
Q2_A8	 0.549	 0.450	 0.528	 0.817	 0.697	 1.128
Q2_A7	 0.336	 0.426	 0.369	 0.547	 0.503	 0.544	 1.283
Q2_A4	 0.589	 0.794	 0.615	 0.773	 0.456	 0.576	 0.464
Q2_A3	 0.557	 0.567	 0.446	 0.536	 0.470	 0.417	 0.127
Q2_A2	 0.534	 0.591	 0.488	 0.701	 0.503	 0.513	 0.247
Q2_A1	 0.616	 0.762	 0.523	 0.791	 0.578	 0.509	 0.520
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Regression Weights: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Q2_A4	 Q2_A3	 Q2_A2	 Q2_A1
Q2_A4	 1.232
Q2_A3	 0.456	 0.912
Q2_A2	 0.594	 0.603	 1.075
Q2_A1	 0.807	 0.456	 0.615	 1.295
Chi-square = 411.843
Degrees of freedom = 129
Probability level = 0.000
Maximum Likelihood Estimates
Performance < 	  DC	 0.822	 0.166	 4.960
Performance < 	  ISIG
	
-0.192	 0.181	 -1.056
Performance < 	
 OIQ	 -0.303	 0.327	 -0.926
Q2_Al < 	  DC	 1.000
Q2_A2 < 	  DC	 0.886	 0.072	 12.257
Q2_A3 <
	
 DC	 0.739	 0.067	 11.006
Q2_A4 < 	
 DC	 1.011	 0.077	 13.163
Q2_A7 <
	  OIQ	 1.000
Q2_A8 <
	  OIQ	 1.504	 0.188	 7.977
Q2_A9 < 	
 OIQ	 1.368	 0.178	 7.689
Q2_A10 < 	
 OIQ	 1.836	 0.220	 8.342
Q2_A11 < 	  OIQ	 1.298	 0.169	 7.700
Q2_A5 < 	  DC	 0.978	 0.080	 12.294
Q2_A6 <
	  DC	 0.854	 0.077	 11.040
Q2_Al2 < 	
 OIQ	 1.405	 0.172	 8.162
Q2_A13 < 	
 ISIG	 1.000
Q2_A14 < 	  ISIG
	
0.847	 0.068	 12.408
Q2_A15 < 	
 ISIG	 0.848	 0.059	 14.402
sales_gw <
	  Performance	 0.963	 0.101	 9.532
incom_gw <
	  Performance	 0.701	 0.102	 6.886
profit < 	
 Performance	 1.000
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DC < 	
DC < 	
OIQ <
> OIQ	 0.875
> ISIG
	
0.839
> ISIG
	
0.899
Standardized Regression Weights:	 Estimate
Performance < 	
 DC	 1.012
Performance < 	  ISIG	 -0.245
Performance < 	
 OIQ	 -0.238
Q2_A1 < 	
 DC	 0.752
Q2_A2 < 	
 DC	 0.732
Q2_A3 < 	
 DC	 0.663
Q2_A4 < 	
 DC
	
0.780
Q2_A7 < 	  OIQ	 0.481
Q2_A8 < 	
 OIQ	 0.772
Q2_A9 < 	
 OIQ	 0.709
Q2_A10 < 	
 OIQ	 0.867
Q2_A11 < 	
 OIQ	 0.711
Q2_A5 < 	  DC
	
0.734
Q2_A6 < 	  DC	 0.665
Q2_Al2 < 	
 OIQ	 0.817
Q2_A13 < 	  ISIG	 0.839
Q2_A14 < 	  ISIG	 0.693
Q2_A15 < 	  ISIG	 0.776
sales_gw < 	
 Performance	 0.754
incom_gw < 	  Performance	 0.473
profit < 	
 Performance	 0.803
Covariances:	 Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
DC < 	 > OIQ	 0.408	 0.064	 6.358
DC <
	 > ISIG	 0.640	 0.076	 8.395
OIQ < 	 > ISIG	 0.436	 0.066	 6.573
Correlations:	 Estimate
Squared Multiple Correlations:	 Estimate
	
Performance	 0.408
	
profit	 0.645
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	incom_gw	 0.224
	
sales_gw	 0.569
	
Q2_A15
	 0.603
	
Q2_A14
	 0.480
	
Q2_A13
	 0.704
	
Q2_Al2
	 0.668
	
Q2_A6	 0.442
	
Q2_A5	 0.538
	
Q2_A11	 0.506
	
Q2_A10
	 0.752
	
Q2_A9	 0.503
	
Q2_A8	 0.595
	
Q2_A7	 0.232
	
Q2_A4	 0.609
	
Q2_A3	 0.440
	
Q2_A2	 0.535
	
Q2_A1	 0.566
Direct Effects
ISIG	 OIQ	 DC	 Performa
Performan	 -0.192	 -0.303	 0.822	 0.000
profit	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 1.000
incom_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.701
sales_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.963
Q2_A15	 0.848	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A14	 0.847	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A13	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_Al2	 0.000	 1.405	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.854	 0.000
Q2_A5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.978	 0.000
Q2_A11	 0.000	 1.298	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A10	 0.000	 1.836	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A9	 0.000	 1.368	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A8	 0.000	 1.504	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A7	 0.000	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A4	 0.000	 0.000	 1.011	 0.000
Q2_A3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.739	 0.000
Q2_A2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.886	 0.000
Q2_A1	 0.000	 0.000	 1.000	 0.000
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Standardized Direct Effects
1SIG	 OIQ	 DC	 Performa
Performan	 -0.245	 -0.238	 1.012	 0.000
profit	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.803
incom_gw	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.473
sales_gw	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.754
Q2_A15	 0.776	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A14	 0.693	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A13	 0.839	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_Al2	 0.000	 0.817	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A6
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.665	 0.000
Q2_A5
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.734	 0.000
Q2_A11	 0.000
	 0.711	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A10	 0.000	 0.867	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A9
	 0.000	 0.709	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A8	 0.000
	 0.772	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A7	 0.000	 0.481	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.780	 0.000
Q2_A3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.663	 0.000
Q2_A2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.732	 0.000
Q2_A1
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.752	 0.000
Indirect Effects
ISIG	 OIQ	 DC	 Performa
Performan	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
profit	 -0.192	 -0.303	 0.822	 0.000
incom_gw	 -0.134	 -0.212	 0.576	 0.000
sales_gw	 -0.185
	 -0.292	 0.792	 0.000
Q2_A15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A14
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_Al2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A5
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A11
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A1
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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Standardized Indirect Effects
ISIG	 OIQ	 DC	 Performa
Performan
	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
profit
	 0.197
	 -0.191	 0.812	 0.000
incom_gw	 0.116
	 -0.112	 0.479	 0.000
sales_gw	 0.185	 -0.179	 0.763	 0.000
Q2_A15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A14	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A13
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_Al2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A6	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
02_All	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
02_Al	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Summary of models
Model NPAR
	
CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 42	 411.843	 129	 0.000	 3.193
	
Saturated model
	 171
	
0.000	 0
	
Independence model
	 18	 2926.212	 153	 0.000	 19.126
Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model
	 0.060	 0.858	 0.812	 0.647
	
Saturated model
	 0.000	 1.000
	
Independence model 	 0.461	 0.233	 0.143	 0.208
	
DELTA1	 RHO1	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model
	 0.859	 0.833	 0.899	 0.879	 0.898
	
Saturated model
	
1.000	 1.000	 1.000
	
Independence model
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.843	 0.724	 0.757
	
Saturated model
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000	 0.000
	
0.000
Model
	 NCP	 LO 90
	
HI 90
	
Default model	 282.843	 225.296	 348.002
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model
	 2773.212	 2601.208	 2952.555
Model	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 1.487	 1.021	 0.813
	
1.256
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model	 10.564	 10.012	 9.391	 10.659
Model
	 RMSEA	 LO 90	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
	
Default model
	
0.089	 0.079	 0.099	 0.000
	
Independence model
	
0.256	 0.248	 0.264	 0.000
Model
	 AIC	 BCC	 . BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model	 495.843	 502.029	 769.598	 690.203
	
Saturated model
	 342.000	 367.186	 1456.577	 1133.323
	
Independence model	 2962.212	 2964.863	 3079.536	 3045.509
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90
	
HI 90
	
MECVI
	
Default model
	
1.790	 1.582	 2.025	 1.812
	
Saturated model
	
1.235	 1.235
	
1.235
	
1.326
	
Independence model
	
10.694	 10.073	 11.341	 10.703
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Direct Effects of the Process Dimensions of IS Strategy
on
Business Performance
(Whole Sample: Model B_P)
Direct Effects of the Process Dimensions of IS Strategy
on
Business Performance (Model B_P)
Sample size:	 278
Chi-square = 500.016
Degrees of freedom = 129
Probability level = 0.000
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Sample Covariances
sales_gw incom_gw profit Q2_B9	 Q2_B15 Q2_B14 Q2_B13
sales_gw	 0.789
incom_gw	 0.357	 1.062
profit
	 0.454	 0.357	 0.750
Q2_B9	 0.234	 0.020	 0.331	 0.774
Q2_B15
	 0.301	 0.156
	 0.437	 0.410	 0.854
Q2_B14
	 0.344	 0.184	 0.466	 0.446
	 0.559	 0.932
Q2_B13
	
0.444
	 0.202	 0.452	 0.362	 0.519
	 0.525	 0.894
Q2_B12	 0.198	 0.143	 0.265	 0.306
	 0.484	 0.439	 0.407
Q2_B11
	 0.234	 0.053	 0.303	 0.296	 0.355	 0.376	 0.499
Q2_B10
	 0.175	 0.130	 0.246	 0.311	 0.466
	 0.402	 0.481
Q2_B8	 0.249
	 0.072	 0.262	 0.597	 0.422	 0.477
	 0.437
Q2_B7	 0.277	 -0.004	 0.258	 0.563	 0.391	 0.539	 0.445
Q2_B6	 0.247	 0.081	 0.320	 0.557	 0.453	 0.444	 0.488
Q2_B5	 0.249	 -0.041	 0.228	 0.467	 0.355	 0.433	 0.380
Q2_B4	 0.324	 0.144
	 0.408	 0.449	 0.504	 0.494	 0.468
Q2_B3	 0.312	 0.016	 0.336	 0.470	 0.527
	 0.521	 0.470
Q2_B2	 0.328	 0.099	 0.380	 0.397	 0.512	 0.512	 0.453
Q2_B1	 0.341
	 0.131	 0.350	 0.539	 0.453	 0.581	 0.491
Q2_B12 Q2_B11 Q2_B10 Q2_B8
	 Q2_B7	 Q2_B6	 Q2_B5
Q2_B12
	 0.716
Q2_B11
	 0.394	 0.799
Q2_B10	 0.501
	 0.513	 0.944
Q2_B8	 0.386	 0.301	 0.448	 0.921
Q2_B7	 0.415	 0.448	 0.498
	 0.681	 1.001
Q2_B6	 0.358	 0.382	 0.423
	 0.661	 0.686	 1.006
Q2_B5	 0.355	 0.450
	 0.419	 0.418	 0.525
	 0.471	 0.915
Q2_B4	 0.326	 0.295	 0.339	 0.513	 0.519	 0.639	 0.464
Q2_B3	 0.432	 0.454	 0.548	 0.590	 0.588	 0.687	 0.504
Q2_B2	 0.395
	 0.359	 0.477	 0.576
	 0.556	 0.593	 0.410
Q2_B1	 0.379	 0.375	 0.467
	 0.643	 0.635	 0.668	 0.438
Q2_B4	 Q2_B3	 Q2_B2	 Q2_B1
Q2_B4	 1.004
Q2_B3	 0.674	 1.322
Q2_B2	 0.581	 0.839	 1.061
Q2_B1	 0.550	 0.684	 0.705	 1.042
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Performance <
Performance <
Performance <
Q2_B1 < 	
Q2_B2 < 	
Q2_B3 < 	
Q2_84 < 	
Q2_B5 < 	
Q2_B6 < 	
Q2_B7 < 	
Q2_B8 < 	
Q2_B10 < 	
Q2_811 < 	
Q2_B12 < 	
Q2_B13 < 	
Q2_B14 < 	
Q2_B15 < 	
Q2_B9 < 	
profit < 	
incom_gw <
sales_gw <
OAISP	 -0.311
IAISP	 -0.780
TAISP
	 1.733
OAISP	 0.799
OAISP	 0.743
OAISP	 0.725
OAISP	 0.715
OAISP	 0.630
OAISP	 0.822
OAISP	 0.799
OAISP	 0.817
IAISP	 0.780
IAISP	 0.712
IAISP	 0.782
TAISP	 0.781
TAISP	 0.765
TAISP	 0.774
OAISP	 0.755
Performance <
Performance <
Performance <
Q2_B1 < 	
Q2_B2 < 	
Q2_B3 < 	
Q2_B4 <
	
Q2_B5 < 	
Q2_B6 < 	
Q2_B7 < 	
Q2_B8 < 	
Q2_B10 < 	
Q2_Bll < 	
Q2_B12 < 	
Q2_B13 < 	
Q2_B14 < 	
Q2_B15 < 	
Q2_B9 < 	
Regression Weights:
	
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
	  OAISP	 -0.290	 0.157	 -1.850
	  IAISP	 -0.783	 0.273	 -2.872
	  TAISP	 1.786	 0.370	 4.822
	
OAISP	 1.000
	
OAISP	 0.939	 0.069	 13.605
	
OAISP	 1.022	 0.078	 13.170
	
OAISP
	 0.878	 0.068	 12.952
	
OAISP	 0.739	 0.067	 11.092
	
OAISP	 1.011	 0.065	 15.542
	
OAISP	 0.980	 0.066	 14.965
	
OAISP	 0.961	 0.062	 15.418
	
IAISP	 1.000
	
IAISP	 0.840	 0.072	 11.618
	
IAISP	 0.874	 0.068	 12.798
	
TAISP	 1.000
	
TAISP	 1.000	 0.074	 13.546
	
TAISP	 0.969	 0.070	 13.757
	
OAISP	 0.815	 0.059	 13.892
	
Performance	 1.000
	
Performance	 0.596	 0.087	 6.891
	
Performance	 0.808	 0.074	 10.871
EstimateStandardized Regression Weights:
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Covariances: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
> IAISP	 0.746
> TAISP	 0.823
> TAISP	 0.871
OAISP <
OAISP <
IAISP <
profit < 	  Performance	 0.878
incom_gw < 	  Performance	 0.440
sales_gw < 	  Performance	 0.692
OAISP < 	 > IAISP 0.461 0.058 7.874
OAISP < 	 > TAISP 0.496 0.059 8.380
IAISP < 	 > TAISP 0.487 0.058 8.325
Correlations:	 Estimate
Squared Multiple Correlations: Estimate
Performance 0.829
sales_gw 0.478
incom_gw 0.194
profit 0.771
Q2_B9 0.571
Q2_B15 0.600
Q2_B14 0.585
Q2_B13 0.609
Q2_B12 0.612
Q2_Bll 0.507
Q2_B10 0.608
Q2_B8 0.667
Q2_B7 0.639
Q2_B6 0.675
Q2_B5 0.397
Q2_B4 0.511
Q2_B3 0.525
Q2_B2 0.552
Q2_B1 0.638
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Direct Effects
TAISP	 IAISP	 OAISP	 Performa
Performan
	 1.786	 -0.783	 -0.290	 0.000
sales_gw
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.808
incom_gw
	 0.000
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.596
profit
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 1.000
Q2_B9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.815	 0.000
Q2_B15
	 0.969	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B14
	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B13
	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B12	 0.000	 0.874	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B11
	 0.000	 0.840	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B10	 0.000	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.961	 0.000
Q2_B7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.980	 0.000
Q2_B6	 0.000	 0.000	 1.011	 0.000
Q2_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.739	 0.000
Q2_B4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.878	 0.000
Q2_B3	 0.000	 0.000	 1.022	 0.000
Q2_B2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.939	 0.000
Q2_B1	 0.000	 0.000	 1.000	 0.000
Standardized Direct Effects
TAISP	 IAISP	 OAISP	 Performa
Performan	 1.733	 -0.780	 -0.311	 0.000
sales_gw
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.692
incom_gw
	 0.000
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.440
profit
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.878
Q2_B9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.755	 0.000
Q2_B15
	
0.774	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B14
	 0.765	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B13
	
0.781	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B12
	 0.000	 0.782	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B11
	
0.000	 0.712	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B10
	 0.000	 0.780	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.817	 0.000
Q2_B7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.799	 0.000
Q2_B6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.822	 0.000
Q2_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.630	 0.000
Q2_B4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.715	 0.000
Q2_B3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.725	 0.000
Q2_B2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.743	 0.000
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Q2_B1	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.799	 0.000
Indirect Effects
TAISP	 IAISP
	 OAISP	 Performa
Performan 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
sales_gw 1.443 -0.633 -0.234 0.000
incom_gw 1.065 -0.467 -0.173 0.000
profit 1.786 -0.783 -0.290 0.000
Q2_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q238 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Standardized Indirect Effects
TAISP	 IAISP	 OAISP	 Performa
Performan	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
sales_gw	 1.199	 -0.539	 -0.215	 0.000
incom_gw	 0.763	 -0.343	 -0.137	 0.000
profit	 1.522	 -0.685	 -0.273	 0.000
Q2_B9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B12	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B11	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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Q2_B3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B1	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 42	 500.016	 129	 0.000	 3.876
	
Saturated model	 171	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model 	 18	 3247.406	 153	 0.000	 21.225
Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model	 0.058	 0.845	 0.794	 0.637
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 1.000
	
Independence model	 0.413	 0.213	 0.121	 0.191
	
DELTA1	 RI-JO 1	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model	 0.846	 0.817	 0.881	 0.858	 0.880
	
Saturated model	 1.000	 1.000	 1.000
	
Independence model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.843
	
0.713
	
0.742
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 NCP	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 371.016	 306.107	 443.493
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 3094.406	 2912.751	 3283.378
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Model	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90
	 HI 90
Default model
Saturated model
Independence model
1.805
0.000
11.723
1.339
0.000
11.171
1.105
0.000
10.515
1.601
0.000
11.853
Model	 RMSEA
	 LO 90	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
Default model
Independence model
	
0.102	 0.093
	
0.270	 0.262
	
0.111	 0.000
	
0.278
	 0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model
	 584.016	 590.202	 857.771	 778.376
	
Saturated model
	 342.000	 367.186	 1456.577
	 1133.323
	
Independence model	 3283.406	 3286.058
	 3400.730	 3366.704
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90	 HI 90	 MECVI
Default model
Saturated model
Independence model
2.108
1.235
11.853
1.874
1.235
11.198
2.370
1%235
12.536
2.131
1.326
11.863
	
HOELTER	 HOELTER
Model	 .05	 .01
	
Default model	 87	 94
	
Independence model	 16	 17
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Direct Effects of the Content Dimensions of
Business Strategy on Business Performance
(Whole Sample: Model C_P)
Direct Effects of the Content Dimensions of Business Strategy
on
Business Performance (Model C_P)
Sample size:	 278
Chi-square = 536.541
Degrees of freedom = 164
Probability level = 0.000
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Sample Covariances
sales_gw incom_gw profit
	 Ql_A17 Ql_A16 Q1_A15 Ql_A14
sales_gw
	 0.789
incom_gw	 0.357
	 1.062
profit	 0.454	 0.357	 0.750
Q1_A17	 0.004	
-0.058	 0.016
	 0.622
Q1_A16	 0.133	
-0.009	 -0.040
	 0.249
	 0.944
Q1_A15	 0.219	 0.205
	 0.137	 0.186	 0.290
	 0.858
Q1_A14	 0.092	 0.043
	 0.084	 0.003
	 0.170	 0.273	 0.791
Q1_A13	 0.118
	 0.128	 0.162	 0.117
	 0.126	 0.100	 0.130
Q1_Al2	 0.007
	 -0.018	
-0.036	 0.296
	 0.167	 0.208
	 0.070
Ql_All	 0.058
	 0.005	 0.053
	 0.098	 0.333	 0.236	 0.283
Ql_A10	 0.036	 -0.081	 0.054	 0.078	 0.282	 0.131
	 0.195
Q1_A9
	 0.076
	 -0.102	 0.070
	 0.105	 0.222	 0.017
	 0.095
Q1_A8	 0.093	 0.135	 0.130	 0.117	 0.100	 0.087	 0.142
Q1_A7	 0.203
	 0.015	 0.277
	 0.132	 -0.014
	 0.096	 0.144
Q1_A6	 -0.005
	 -0.052
	 0.029
	 0.058	 0.115	 0.118	 0.196
Q1_A5	 0.076
	 0.011
	 0.030	 0.080	 0.146	 0.115	 0.164
Q1_A4	 0.149
	 0.063	 0.174
	 0.190	 0.116	 0.153	 0.178
Q1_A3	 0.250	 0.137	 0.176
	 0.146	 0.122
	 0.212	 0.135
Q1_A2	 0.187
	 0.132	 0.207
	 0.124	 0.275	 0.268	 0.230
Ql_Al	 0.199
	 0.080	 0.158
	 0.205	 0.207
	 0.231	 0.068
Q1_A13 Q1_Al2 Ql_All Ql_A10 Q1A9
	 Q1_A8	 Q1_A7
Q1_A13	 0.717
Q1_Al2	 0.182	 0.629
Ql_All	 0.161	 0.120
	 0.892
Ql_A10	 0.048	 0.021
	 0.385	 0.885
Q1_A9	 0.104	 0.126	 0.154	 0.102	 0.778
Q1_A8	 0.251	 0.160	 0.099	 -0.009
	 0.129	 0.882
Q1_A7	 0.183	 0.142	 0.204	 0.073	 0.012	 0.227	 1.157
Q1_A6	 0.018	 0.144	 0.287	 0.271	 0.184	 0.111	 0.101
Ql_A5	 0.079	 0.181	 0.172	 0.087	 0.223	 0.064	 0.083
Ql_A4	 0.269	 0.139
	 0.114
	 0.033	 0.097	 0.317	 0.160
Ql_A3	 0.178	 0.182
	 0.138	 -0.009	 0.031	 0.151
	 0.319
Ql_A2	 0.201	 0.166	 0.362
	 0.195	 0.170	 0.218	 0.134
Ql_A1	 0.218	 0.230	 0.120	 0.009
	 0.150	 0.204	 0.188
Q1_A6	 Q1_A5	 Q1_A4
	 Ql_A3
	 Ql_A2	 Ql_Al
Q1_A6
	 0.958
Q1_A5	 0.324
	 0.818
Q1_A4	 0.184	 0.060	 0.653
Q1_A3	 0.146	 0.041
	 0.237	 0.762
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Regression Weights: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Q1_A2	 0.231	 0.138	 0.345	 0.241	 0.804
Ql_Al	 0.063	 0.098	 0.326	 0.320	 0.280	 0.724
Performance < 	
 SSC	 0.103	 0.389	 0.266
Performance < 	
 CSO	 -0.803	 0.469
	 -1.712
Performance <
	
 SG	 0.922	 0.246	 3.753
Ql_Al < 	
 SG	 1.000
Ql_A2 < 	
 SG	 1.119
	 0.129
	 8.655
Q1_A3 < 	
 SG	 0.877	 0.119
	 7.358
Q1_A4 < 	
 SG	 0.985	 0.116
	 8.525
Q1_A5 < 	
 SSC	 1.000
Q1_A6 < 	
 SSC	 1.178
	 0.256	 4.609
Q1_A7 < 	
 SSC	 0.919
	 0.244	 3.760
Q1_A8 < 	  SSC	 1.029
	 0.235	 4.386
Q1_A9 <
	  SSC	 0.909
	 0.215	 4.235
Ql_A10 < 	
 CSO	 1.000
Ql_All < 	  CSO	 1.572	 0.332	 4.740
Q1_Al2 < 	  CSO	 1.216
	 0.264	 4.604
Ql_A13 < 	
 CSO	 1.063	 0.251	 4.231
Q1_A14 < 	
 CSO	 1.146	 0.268	 4.281
Q1_A15 < 	
 CSO	 1.417	 0.308	 4.600
Q1_A16 < 	  CSO	 1.562
	 0.334	 4.684
Q1_A17 < 	
 CSO	 1.113	 0.250	 4.456
profit < 	  Performance	 1.000
incom_gw < 	  Performance
	 0.762	 0.109
	 6.998
sales_gw < 	  Performance	 0.998	 0.117	 8.499
Standardized Regression Weights:	 Estimate
Performance < 	
 SSC	 0.059
Performance < 	
 CSO	 -0.395
Performance < 	
 SG	 0.739
Ql_Al < 	  SG	 0.639
Q1_A2 < 	
 SG	 0.678
Q1_A3 < 	  SG	 0.546
Q1_A4 < 	  SG	 0.663
Q1_A5 < 	  SSC	 0.429
Q1_A6 < 	  SSC	 0.467
Q1_A7 < 	  SSC	 0.332
Q1_A8 < 	  SSC	 0.425
Q1_A9 <
	
 SSC	 0.400
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Covariances: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.
	 Label
SG < 	
SSC <
SG < 	
SG < 	
SSC <
SG < 	
Ql_A10 < 	
 CSO	 0.354
Ql_All < 	
 CSO	 0.554
Q1_Al2 < 	
 CSO	 0.510
Q1_A13 < 	
 CSO	 0.418
Q1_A14 < 	
 CSO	 0.429
Q1_A15 < 	
 CSO	 0.509
Q1_A16 < 	
 CSO	 0.535
Q1_A17 <
	  CSO	 0.470
profit < 	  Performance
	 0.782
incom_gw < 	
 Performance	 0.501
sales_gw < 	
 Performance	 0.761
> SSC	 0.151	 0.033	 4.557
> CSO	 0.099
	 0.027	 3.722
> CSO	 0.137	 0.031	 4.363
Correlations:	 Estimate
> SSC	 0.713
> CSO	 0.764
> CSO
	 0.756
Squared Multiple Correlations: 	 Estimate
	
Performance	 0.291
	
sales_gw	 0.579
	
incom_gw	 0.251
	
profit	 0.612
	
Q1_A17	 0.221
	
Q1_A16	 0.287
	
Q1_A15
	 0.259
	
Q1_A14	 0.184
	
Ql_A13	 0.175
	
Q1_Al2	 0.261
	
Ql_All
	 0.307
	
Ql_A10	 0.125
	
Q1_A9	 0.160
	
Q1_A8	 0.181
	
Q1_A7	 0.110
	
Ql_A6	 0.218
	
Ql_A5	 0.184
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Q1_A4
	
0.439
Ql_A3
	
0.298
Q1_A2
	
0.459
Ql_A1
	
0.408
Direct Effects
CSO	 SSC	 SG	 Performa
Performan	 -0.803	 0.103	 0.922	 0.000
sales_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.998
incom_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.762
profit	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 1.000
Q1_A17	 1.113	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A16	 1.562	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A15	 1.417	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A14	 1.146	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A13	 1.063	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_Al2	 1.216	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_All	 1.572	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_A10	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A9	 0.000	 0.909	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A8	 0. 00	 1.029	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A7	 0.000	 0.919	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A6	 0.000	 1.178	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A5	 0.000	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.985	 0.000
Q1_A3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.877	 0.000
Q1_A2	 0.000	 0.000	 1.119	 0.000
Ql_Al	 0.000	 0.000	 1.000	 0.000
Standardized Direct Effects
CSO	 SSC	 SG	 Performa
Performan	 -0.395	 0.059	 0.739	 0.000
sales_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.761
incom_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.501
profit	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.782
Q1_A17	 0.470	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A16	 0.535	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A15	 0.509	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A14	 0.429	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A13	 0.418	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_Al2	 0.510	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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Ql_All 0.554 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_A10 0.354 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A9 0.000 0.400 0.000 0.000
Q1_A8 0.000 0.425 0.000 0.000
Ql_A7 0.000 0.332 0.000 0.000
Q1_A6 0.000 0.467 0.000 0.000
Q1_A5 0.000 0.429 0.000 0.000
Q1_A4 0.000 0.000 0.663 0.000
Q1_A3 0.000 0.000 0.546 0.000
Q1_A2 0.000 0.000 0.678 0.000
Ql_Al 0.000 0.000 0.639 0.000
Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN
	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 46	 536.541
	 164	 0.000	 3.272
	
Saturated model
	 210	 0.000
	 0
	
Independence model
	 20	 1444.838	 190	 0.000	 7.604
Model	 RMR	 GPI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default nodel
	
0.069
	
0.825
	
0.776
	 0.644
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.164
	
0.532
	
0.483	 0.481
	
DELTA1	 RHO1
	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model
	
0.629
	
0.570	 0.709
	
0.656
	
0.703
	
Saturated model
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.000
	
0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model
	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.863
	
0.543
	
0.607
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Appendix 17
	 478
Model	 NCP	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 372.541
	 306.168	 446.519
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 1254.838
	 1137.658	 1379.466
Model	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90
	
HI 90
	
Default model
	
1.937
	
1.345
	
1.105
	
1.612
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
5.216
	
4.530
	
4.107
	
4.980
Model	 RMSEA	 LO 90
	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
	
Default nodel
	
0.091	 0.082
	
0.099
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
0.154	 0.147
	
0.162	 0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default nodel
	 628.541	 636.088
	 933.215	 841.412
	
Saturated model	 420.000
	 454.453	 1810.904	 1391.800
	
Independence model
	 1484.838
	 1488.120	 1617.305	 1577.391
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90
	 HI 90	 MECVI
	
Default nodel
	
2.269
	
2.029
	
2.536
	
2.296
	
Saturated model
	
1.516
	
1.516
	
1.516
	
1.641
	
Independence model
	
5.360
	
4.937
	
5.810
	
5.372
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Direct Effects of the Process Dimensions of Business Strategy
on
Business Performance
(Whole Sample: Model D_P)
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Direct Effects of Process Dimensions of Business Strategy
on
Business Performance (Model D_P)
Sample size:	 278
Chi-square = 511.981
Degrees of freedom = 126
Probability level = 0.000
errl
Performance
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Sample Covariances
profit	 incom_gw sales_gw Q1_B15 	 Q1_B14	 Q1_B13	 Q1_B12
profit	 0.750
incom_gw	 0.357	 1.062
sales_gw	 0.454	 0.357	 0.789
Ql_B15	 0.338	 0.174	 0.240	 1.462
Q1_B14	 0.246	 0.184	 0.264	 0.609	 0.907
Ql_B13
	 0.324	 0.150	 0.246	 0.538	 0.438	 0.998
Q1_B12	 0.189	 0.128	 0.234	 0.498	 0.157	 0.489	 1.003
Ql_Bll	 0.266	 0.084	 0.180	 0.290	 0.214	 0.435	 0.554
Ql_B10	 0.238	 0.040	 0.201	 0.488	 0.336	 0.433	 0.641
Q1_B9	 0.181	 0.043	 0.104	 0.483	 0.343	 0.500	 0.565
Ql_B8	 0.087	 0.020	 0.064	 0.531	 0.289	 0.427	 0.522
Ql_B7	 0.159	 -0.018	 0.106	 0.397	 0.271	 0.396	 0.517
Q1_B6	 0.098	 0.032	 0.051	 0.276	 0.352	 0.366	 0.520
Q1_B5	 0.079	 0.026	 0.084	 0.143	 0.214	 0.326	 0.521
Q1_B4	 0.145	 0.137	 0.096	 0.276	 0.376	 0.343	 0.324
Ql_B3	 0.227	 -0.034	 0.081	 0.568	 0.310	 0.564	 0.625
Q1_B2	 0.334
	 0.079	 0.092	 0.468	 0.304	 0.560	 0.505
Ql_B1	 0.229	 -0.010
	 0.121	 0.421	 0.289	 0.436	 0.552
Ql_Bll Ql_B10 Q1_B9
	 Ql_B8	 Q1_B7	 Q1_B6	 Q1_B5
Ql_Bll	 1.076
Ql_B10	 0.702	 1.093
Ql_B9	 0.629	 0.608	 1.059
Q1_B8	 0.584	 0.516	 0.698	 1.051
Q1_B7	 0.584	 0.587	 0.687	 0.725	 1.071
Q1_B6	 0.595	 0.668	 0.721
	 0.710	 0.806
	 1.174
Q1_B5	 0.595	 0.671	 0.528	 0.519	 0.620	 0.685	 0.990
Q1_B4	 0.331	 0.267
	 0.496	 0.464	 0.349	 0.412	 0.375
Ql_B3	 0.453	 0.471
	 0.666	 0.633
	 0.553	 0.532
	 0.462
Ql_B2	 0.426	 0.354	 0.529	 0.504	 0.448	 0.435	 0.343
Ql_B1	 0.469	 0.406	 0.511	 0.504	 0.459	 0.420	 0.426
Ql_B4	 Q1_B3	 Ql_B2
	 Ql_B1
Ql_B4	 0.841
Ql_B3	 0.494	 1.282
Ql_B2	 0.442	 0.854	 1.176
Ql_B1	 0.395	 0.725	 0.844	 1.185
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Regression Weights:	 Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Performance < 	
 OABSP	 -0.972	 0.267	 -3.644
Performance < 	
 IABSP	 0.557	 0.181	 3.084
Performance < 	
 TABSP	 0.650	 0.127	 5.110
Q1_B1 < 	
 OABSP	 1.000
Q1_B2 < 	
 OABSP
	 0.983	 0.085	 11.518
Ql_B3 < 	
 OABSP	 1.218	 0.118	 10.280
Q1_B4 < 	
 OABSP	 0.869	 0.115	 7.557
Q1_B5 <
	
 OABSP	 1.192	 0.136	 8.791
Ql_B6 <
	
 OABSP	 1.456	 0.155	 9.376
Ql_B7 < 	
 OABSP	 1.400	 0.149	 9.408
Q1_B8 < 	
 OABSP
	 1.377	 0.147	 9.373
Q1_B9 < 	
 OABSP
	 1.410	 0.149	 9.471
Ql_B10 < 	
 IABSP	 1.000
Ql_Bll < 	
 IABSP	 0.955	 0.070	 13.655
Ql_B12 < 	
 1ABSP
	 0.880	 0.068	 12.924
Ql_B13 <
	
 TABSP	 1.000
Ql_B14 < 	
 TABSP	 0.883	 0.094	 9.399
Q1_B15 < 	
 TABSP	 1.109	 0.119	 9.320
sales_gw < 	
 Performance
	 0.938	 0.101	 9.312
incom_gw < 	
 Performance	 0.728	 0.102	 7.119
profit < 	
 Performance	 1.000
Standardized Regression Weights:
	 Estimate
Performance < 	
 OABSP	 -0.830
Performance < 	
 IABSP	 0.672
Performance < 	
 TABSP	 0.673
Ql_B1 <
	  OABSP	 0.549
Q1_B2 < 	
 OABSP	 0.541
Q1_B3 <
	  OABSP	 0.643
Ql_B4 < 	
 OABSP	 0.566
Ql_B5 < 	
 OABSP	 0.715
Ql_B6 < 	
 OABSP	 0.803
Ql_B7 < 	
 OABSP	 0.808
Q1_B8 < 	
 OABSP	 0.803
Q1_B9 < 	
 OABSP	 0.819
Ql_B10 < 	
 IABSP	 0.807
Ql_Bll < 	
 IABSP	 0.777
Q1_B12 < 	
 IABSP	 0.742
Q1_B13 < 	
 TABSP
	
0.726
Ql_B14 < 	
 TABSP	 0.672
Ql_B15 < 	
 TABSP	 0.665
sales_gw < 	
 Performance	 0.739
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> IABSP
	 0.874
> TABSP
	 0.659
> TABSP
	 0.650
> e3	 0.368
> e2	 0.595
> e3	 0.540
OABSP <
OABSP <
1ABSP <
el < 	
el < 	
e2 < 	
incom_gw < 	  Performance	 0.494
profit < 	  Performance	 0.808
Covariances:
OABSP <
OABSP <
IABSP <
el < 	
el < 	
e2 < 	
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
> IABSP	 0.441	 0.063	 7.049
> TABSP	 0.286	 0.048	 6.002
> TABSP	 0.398	 0.059	 6.723
> e3	 0.290	 0.054	 5.412
> e2	 0.494	 0.061	 8.146
> e3	 0.427	 0.057	 7.462
Correlations:	 Estimate
Squared Multiple Correlations: Estimate
Performance 0.471
profit 0.653
incom_gw 0.244
sales_gw 0.546
Q1_B15 0.443
Ql_B14 0.452
Ql_B13 0.527
Ql_B12 0.551
Ql_Bll 0.604
Ql_B10 0.652
Q1_B9 0.670
Q1_B8 0.644
Q1_B7 0.653
Q1_B6 0.645
Q1_B5 0.512
Q1_B4 0.320
Q1_B3 0.413
Q1_B2 0.293
Q1_131 0.301
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Direct Effects
TABSP
	 IABSP
	 OABSP
	 Performa
Performan	 0.650	 0.557	
-0.972
	 0.000
profit	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
	 1.000
incom_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.728
sales_gw	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.938
Q1_B15	 1.109	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B14	 0.883
	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B13	 1.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B12	 0.000	 0.880
	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_Bll	 0.000	 0.955
	 0.000
	 0.000
Ql_B10	 0.000	 1.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_B9	 0.000	 0.000
	 1.410	 0.000
Q1_B8	 0.000	 0.000	 1.377
	 0.000
Q1_B7	 0.000	 0.000	 1.400
	 0.000
Q1_B6	 0.000	 0.000
	 1.456	 0.000
Q1_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 1.192
	 0.000
Q1_B4	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.869
	 0.000
Q1_B3	 0.000	 0.000
	 1.218
	 0.000
Q1_B2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.983
	 0.000
Ql_B1	 0.000	 0.000	 1.000	 0.000
Standardized Direct Effects
TABSP	 IABSP
	 OABSP
	 Performa
Performan	 0.673	 0.672	 -0.830
	 0.000
profit	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.808
incom_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.494
sales_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.739
Q1_B15	 0.665	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B14	 0.672	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B13	 0.726	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B12	 0.000	 0.742	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_BIl	 0.000	 0.777	 0.000
	 0.000
Ql_B10	 0.000	 0.807	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.819
	 0.000
Q1_B8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.803	 0.000
Q1_B7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.808	 0.000
Q1_B6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.803	 0.000
Q1_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.715	 0.000
Q1_B4	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.566	 0.000
Q1_B3	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.643	 0.000
Q1_B2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.541	 0.000
QI_B1	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.549	 0.000
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Standardized Indirect Effects
TABSP	 IABSP	 OABSP
	 Performa
Performan	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
profit	 0.544	 0.543	
-0.671
	 0.000
incom_gw	 0.333	 0.332	 -0.410
	 0.000
sales_gw	 0.497	 0.497	 -0.613
	 0.000
Q1_B15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_B14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B12	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Ql_Bll	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Ql_B10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_B9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_B8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_B7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_B6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_B4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_132	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Ql_B1	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 45	 511.981
	 126	 0.000	 4.063
	
Saturated model	 171	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model 	 18	 2939.833
	 153	 0.000	 19.215
Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model
	
0.075	 0.841
	 0.784	 0.619
	
Saturated model
	
0.000	 1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.409	 0.267
	 0.181	 0.239
	
DELTA1	 RHO1
	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model
	
0.826	 0.789
	 0.863	 0.832
	
0.861
	
Saturated model
	
1.000	 1.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
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Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model	 0.824	 0.680	 0.709
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000
Model	 NCP	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model
	 385.981	 320.014	 459.506
	
Saturated model	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model
	 2786.833
	 2614.407
	 2966.595
Model	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90
	 HI 90
	
Default model
	
1.848	 1.393
	 1.155	 1.659
	
Saturated model
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model
	
10.613	 10.061	 9.438
	 10.710
Model	 RMSEA
	 LO 90	 HI 90
	 PCLOSE
	
Default model	 0.105	 0.096	 0.115
	 0.000
	
Independence model	 0.256	 0.248
	 0.265	 0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model	 601.981	 608.608	 895.290	 810.224
	
Saturated model
	 342.000	 367.186
	 1456.577	 1133.323
	
Independence model
	 2975.833	 2978.484
	 3093.157	 3059.130
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90
	 HI 90
	 MECVI
	
Default model
	
2.173
	 1.935
	 2.439	 2.197
	
Saturated model
	
1.235	 1.235
	 1.235	 1.326
	
Independence model
	
10.743	 10.121	 11.392	 10.753
	
HOELTER	 HOELTER
Model
	 .05	 .01
	
Default model	 83	 90
	
Independence model	 18	 19
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Effects of the Strategic Fit F1
on
Business Performance
(Whole Sample: Model IS_Fit)
Sample size:	 278
Chi-square = 2532.370
Degrees of freedom = 494
Probability level = 0.000
Sample Covariances
sales_gw incom_gw profit
	 Q2_B15 Q2_B14 Q2_B13 Q2_B12
sales_gw	 0.789
incom_gw	 0.357	 1.062
profit	 0.454	 0.357	 0.750
Q2_B15	 0.301	 0.156	 0.437	 0.854
Q2_B14	 0.344	 0.184	 0.466	 0.559
	 0.932
Q2_B13	 0.444	 0.202	 0.452	 0.519	 0.525
	 0.894
Q2_B12	 0.198	 0.143	 0.265	 0.484	 0.439	 0.407	 0.716
Q2_Bll	 0.234	 0.053	 0.303	 0.355	 0.376	 0.499	 0.394
Q2_B10	 0.175	 0.130	 0.246	 0.466	 0.402	 0.481	 0.501
Q2_B9	 0.234	 0.020	 0.331	 0.410	 0.446	 0.362	 0.306
Q2_B8	 0.249	 0.072	 0.262
	 0.422	 0.477	 0.437	 0.386
Q2_B7	 0.277	 -0.004	 0.258	 0.391	 0.539	 0.445	 0.415
Q2_B6	 0.247	 0.081	 0.320	 0.453	 0.444	 0.488
	 0.358
Q2_B5	 0.249	 -0.041	 0.228	 0.355	 0.433
	 0.380	 0.355
Q2_B4	 0.324	 0.144	 0.408	 0.504	 0.494	 0.468
	 0.326
Q2_B3	 0.312	 0.016	 0.336
	 0.527	 0.521	 0.470	 0.432
Q2_B2	 0.328	 0.099
	 0.380	 0.512	 0.512	 0.453	 0.395
Q2_B1	 0.341	 0.131	 0.350	 0.453	 0.581	 0.491	 0.379
Q2_A15	 0.191	 0.031	 0.213	 0.439	 0.366	 0.483	 0.368
Q2_A14	 0.303	 0.200	 0.324	 0.417	 0.394	 0.472	 0.376
Q2_A13	 0.164	 0.077	 0.235	 0.467	 0.486	 0.473	 0.399
Q2_Al2	 0.182	 0.103	 0.216	 0.435	 0.452	 0.392	 0.325
Q2_A6	 0.262	 0.139	 0.321	 0.414	 0.471
	 0.383	 0.320
Q2_A5	 0.335	 0.066	 0.252	 0.302	 0.441	 0.480	 0.242
Q2_A11	 0.159	 0.052	 0.201	 0.346	 0.344
	 0.395	 0.256
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Q2_A10	 0.351	 0.112	 0.348	 0.579	 0.536	 0.576	 0.396
Q2_A9	 0.236	 0.102	 0.235	 0.442	 0.397	 0.448	 0.323
Q2_A8	 0.257	 0.108	 0.238	 0.428	 0.479	 0.436	 0.381
Q2_A7	 0.153	 0.100	 0.118	 0.164	 0.212	 0.211	 0.345
Q2_A4	 0.299	 0.145	 0.373	 0.342	 0.492	 0.437	 0.303
Q2_A3	 0.311	 0.099	 0.226	 0.297	 0.351	 0.347	 0.210
Q2_A2	 0.415	 0.096	 0.379	 0.452	 0.413	 0.565
	 0.317
Q2_A1	 0.333	 0.177	 0.472	 0.437	 0.533
	 0.549	 0.341
Q2_B11 Q2_B10 Q2_B9	 Q2_B8	 Q2_B7	 Q2_B6	 Q2_B5
Q2_B11	 0.799
Q2_B10	 0.513	 0.944
Q2_B9	 0.296	 0.311	 0.774
Q2_B8	 0.301	 0.448	 0.597	 0.921
Q2_B7	 0.448	 0.498	 0.563	 0.681
	 1.001
Q2_B6	 0.382	 0.423	 0.557	 0.661
	 0.686	 1.006
Q2_B5	 0.450	 0.419	 0.467	 0.418	 0.525	 0.471	 0.915
Q2_B4	 0.295	 0.339	 0.449	 0.513	 0.519	 0.639	 0.464
Q2_B3	 0.454	 0.548	 0.470
	 0.590	 0.588	 0.687	 0.504
Q2_B2	 0.359	 0.477	 0.397	 0.576	 0.556
	 0.593	 0.410
Q2_B1	 0.375	 0.467	 0.539	 0.643
	 0.635	 0.668	 0.438
Q2_A15	 0.418	 0.498	 0.334	 0.400	 0.489	 0.441	 0.416
Q2_A14	 0.417	 0.494	 0.466	 0.511	 0.526	 0.479	 0.337
Q2_A13	 0.490	 0.552	 0.296	 0.374	 0.430
	 0.385	 0.348
Q2_Al2	 0.323	 0.430	 0.302	 0.419	 0.395	 0.334	 0.210
Q2_A6	 0.340	 0.378	 0.386	 0.387	 0.429	 0.462	 0.263
Q2_A5	 0.310	 0.421	 0.275	 0.439	 0.461	 0.494	 0.226
Q2_A11	 0.345	 0.348	 0.371	 0.410	 0.434
	 0.438	 0.252
Q2_A10	 0.385	 0.489
	 0.356	 0.525	 0.500	 0.475
	 0.263
Q2_A9	 0.265	 0.346	 0.357	 0.492	 0.466	 0.413	 0.209
Q2_A8	 0.333	 0.461	 0.426	 0.551	 0.507	 0.378	 0.275
Q2_A7	 0.169	 0.321
	 0.106	 0.212	 0.267	 0.149	 0.000
Q2_A4	 0.421	 0.414	 0.306	 0.418	 0.508	 0.367	 0.232
Q2_A3	 0.302	 0.242	 0.310	 0.377	 0.319	 0.355	 0.234
Q2_A2	 0.331	 0.340
	 0.305	 0.316	 0.361	 0.364	 0.280
Q2_A1	 0.398	 0.488
	 0.303	 0.364	 0.438	 0.437	 0.167
Q2_B4	 Q2_B3	 Q2_B2	 Q2_B1	 Q2_A15 Q2_A14 Q2_A13
Q2_B4	 1.004
Q2_B3	 0.674	 1.322
Q2_B2	 0.581	 0.839	 1.061
Q2_B1	 0.550	 0.684	 0.705
	 1.042
Q2_A15	 0.359	 0.547	 0.552	 0.459
	 0.946
Q2_A14	 0.384	 0.516	 0.481	 0.472	 0.629	 1.185
Q2_A13	 0.330	 0.452	 0.526	 0.471	 0.683	 0.610	 1.127
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1.210
0.604
0.575
0.698
0.430
0.549
0.336
0.589
0.557
0.534
0.616
0.878
0.448
0.533
0.487
0.730
0.565
0.671
0.410
0.652
0.378
0.451
0.573
1.304
0.610
0.795
0.484
0.450
0.426
0.794
0.567
0.591
0.762
Q2_Al2
Q2_A6
Q2_A5
Q2_All
Q2_A10
Q2_A9
02_A8
Q2_A7
02_A4
02_A3
Q2_A2
Q2_Al
0.989
	
0.741
	 1.331
	
0.492	 0.755	 1.107
	
0.528
	 0.817	 0.697	 1.128
	
0.369	 0.547	 0.503	 0.544
	
0.615	 0.773	 0.456	 0.576
	
0.446
	 0.536	 0.470	 0.417
	
0.488	 0.701	 0.503	 0.513
	
0.523	 0.791	 0.578	 0.509
Regression Weights: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Q2_Al2 0.266 0.441 0.495 0.420 0.541 0.532 0.730
02_A6 0.357 0.397 0.369 0.423 0.423 0.496 0.540
Q2_A5 0.319 0.490 0.478 0.497 0.475 0.546 0.613
Q2_A11 0.185 0.373 0.347 0.452 0.475 0.563 0.572
Q2_A10 0.399 0.504 0.583 0.565 0.640 0.673 0.795
Q2_A9 0.359 0.428 0.511 0.514 0.487 0.509 0.518
Q2_A8 0.318 0.512 0.563 0.554 0.502 0.566 0.653
Q2_A7 -0.021 0.265 0.231 0.246 0.272 0.177 0.383
Q2_A4 0.234 0.400 0.446 0.367 0.554 0.621 0.705
02_A3 0.365 0.414 0.343 0.420 0.420 0.422 0.472
02_A2 0.394 0.341 0.410 0.378 0.513 0.537 0.574
Q2_Al 0.329 0.301 0.439 0.415 0.446 0.525 0.590
Q2_Al2 Q2_A6
	 Q2_A5	 Q2_A11 Q2_A10 Q2_A9
	 Q2_A8
Q2_A7	 Q2_A4	 Q2_A3
	 Q2_A2	 Q2_A1
Q2_A7	 1.283
02_A4
	
0.464	 1.232
Q2_A3	 0.127	 0.456	 0.912
02_A2
	
0.247	 0.594
	
0.603	 1.075
Q2_Al	 0.520	 0.807	 0.456	 0.615	 1.295
TAISP < 	
IAISP < 	
OAISP < 	
DC < 	
01Q < 	
ISIG < 	
Performance < 	
Q2_Al < 	
	
IS Strategic Fit_Fl 	 0.890	 0.075	 11.903
	
IS Strategic Fit_F1	 0.840	 0.077
	 10.920
	
IS Strategic Fit_Fl	 0.974	 0.081	 12.077
	
IS Strategic Fit_Fl
	 0.954	 0.090	 10.570
	
IS Strategic Fit_Fl	 0.545	 0.091	 6.018
	
IS Strategic Fit_Fl	 1.000
	
IS Strategic Fit_Fl	 0.577	 0.068	 8.463
	
DC	 1.000
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Q2_A2 < 	 DC 0.918 0.095 9.651
Q2_A3 < 	 DC 0.781 0.087 9.022
Q2_A4 < 	 DC 1.004 0.102 9.830
Q2_A7 < 	 OIQ 1.000
Q2_A8 < 	 OIQ 1.801 0.301 5.987
Q2_A9 < 	 OIQ 1.652 0.282 5.857
Q2_A10 < 	 OIQ 2.111 0.346 6.104
Q2_A11 < 	 OIQ 1.554 0.266 5.848
Q2_A5 < 	 DC 0.983 0.104 9.425
Q2_A6 < 	 DC 0.919 0.100 9.193
Q2_Al2 < 	 01Q 1.636 0.271 6.033
Q2_A13 < 	 ISIG 1.000
Q2_A14 < 	 ISIG 0.962 0.086 11.166
Q2_A15 < 	 ISIG 0.914 0.077 11.891
Q2_B1 < 	 OAISP 1.000
Q2_B2 < 	 OAISP 0.993 0.083 12.034
Q2_B3 < 	 OAISP 1.008 0.093 10.888
Q2_B4 < 	 OAISP 0.810 0.081 10.009
Q2_B5 < 	 OAISP 0.691 0.078 8.911
Q2_B6 < 	 OAISP 0.938 0.080 11.656
Q2_B7 < 	 OAISP 0.971 0.080 12.120
Q2_B8 < 	 OAISP 0.931 0.077 12.114
Q2_B9 < 	 OAISP 0.773 0.071 10.909
Q2_B10 < 	 IAISP 1.000
Q2_Bll < 	 IAISP 0.859 0.090 9.538
Q2_B12 < 	 IAISP 0.836 0.086 9.773
Q2_B13 < 	 TAISP 1.000
Q2_B14 < 	 TAISP 1.006 0.086 11.713
Q2_B15 < 	 TAISP 0.953 0.082 11.589
profit < 	 Performance 1.000
incom_gw < 	 Performance 0.655 0.096 6.823
sales_gw < 	 Performance 0.886 0.091 9.734
Standardized Regression Weights:	 Estimate
TAISP < 	  IS Strategic Fit_Fl 	 1.000
IAISP < 	  IS Strategic Fit_Fl	 1.000
OAISP < 	  IS Strategic Fit_Fl	 1.000
DC < 	  IS Strategic Fit_Fl	 1.000
OIQ < 	  IS Strategic Fit_Fl 	 1.000
ISIG < 	  IS Strategic Fit_Fl	 1.000
Performance <-	 IS Strategic Fit_Fl	 0.607
Q2_Al < 	  DC	 0.640
Q2_A2 < 	  DC	 0.644
Q2_A3 < 	  DC	 0.595
Q2_A4 < 	  DC	 0.658
Q2_A7 < 	  OIQ	 0.367
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Q2_A8 <
	  OIQ	 0.705
Q2_A9 < 	
 OIQ	 0.653
Q2_A10 < 	
 01Q	 0.761
Q2_A11 < 	
 01Q	 0.650
Q2_A5 < 	
 DC	 0.626
Q2_A6 < 	
 DC	 0.608
Q2_Al2 < 	
 01Q	 0.726
Q2_A13 < 	
 ISIG	 0.719
Q2_A14 < 	
 ISIG	 0.675
Q2_A15 < 	
 ISIG	 0.717
Q2_B1 < 	
 OAISP	 0.728
Q2_B2 < 	
 OAISP
	 0.717
Q2_B3 < 	
 OAISP	 0.652
Q2_B4 <
	
 OAISP	 0.601
Q2_B5 < 	
 OAISP	 0.537
Q2B6 < 	
 OAISP	 0.695
Q2_B7 < 	
 OAISP	 0.721
Q2_B8 < 	
 OAISP	 0.721
Q2_B9 <
	
 OAISP	 0.653
Q2_B10 <
	  IAISP	 0.660
Q2_B11 <
	  IAISP	 0.617
Q2_B12 <
	  IAISP	 0.634
Q2_B13 <
	  TAISP	 0.718
Q2_B14 < 	  TAISP	 0.708
Q2_B15 <
	
 TAISP	 0.701
profit < 	
 Performance	 0.838
incom_gw < 	
 Performance
	 0.461
sales_gw < 	
 Performance	 0.724
Squared Multiple Correlations:
	 Estimate
	
Performance	 0.368
	
sales_gw	 0.524
	
incom_gw	 0.213
	
profit	 0.702
	
Q2_B15
	 0.491
	
Q2_B14	 0.501
	
Q2_B13
	 0.516
	
Q2_B12	 0.402
	
Q2_Bll	 0.380
	
Q2_B10	 0.436
	
Q2_B9	 0.426
	
Q2_B8	 0.520
	
Q2_B7	 0.521
	
Q2_B6	 0.483
	
Q2_B5	 0.289
	
Q2_B4	 0.361
Appendix 19
	 491
	Q2_B3
	
0.425
	
Q2_B2
	
0.514
	
Q2_B1
	
0.530
	
Q2_A15
	
0.514
	
Q2_A14
	
0.455
	
Q2_A13
	
0.517
	
Q2_Al2
	
0.527
	
Q2_A6
	
0.370
	
Q2_A5
	
0.392
	
Q2_All
	
0.423
	
Q2_A10
	
0.579
	
Q2_A9
	
0.427
	
Q2_A8
	
0.498
	
Q2_A7
	
0.135
	
Q2_A4
	
0.433
	
Q2_A3
	
0.354
	
Q2_A2
	
0.415
	
Q2_Al
	
0.409
Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 67	 2532.370	 494	 0.000
	 5.126
	
Saturated model	 561	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model	 33	 6829.968
	 528	 0.600	 12.936
Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model
	
0.091	 0.568	 0.510
	
0.500
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	 1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.425	 0.146
	 0.093	 0.138
	
DELTA1	 RHO1
	 DELTA2	 RH02
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model	 0.629
	 0.604	 0.678
	
0.654
	
0.677
	
Saturated model	 1.000	 1.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model 	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI
	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.936
	
0.589	 0.633
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000	 0.000
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Independence model
	
1.000	 0.000	 0.000
Model	 NCP	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 2038.370	 1884.782	 2199.415
	
Saturated model	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 6301.968	 6038.637	 6571.750
Model
	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 9.142	 7.359
	 6.804	 7.940
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 24.657	 22.751	 21.800
	
23.725
Model	 RMSEA	 LO 90	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
	
Default model
	
0.122	 0.117	 0.127	 0.000
	
Independence model
	
0.208	 0.203
	 0.212	 0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model	 2666.370	 2685.119	 3143.687	 2976.421
	
Saturated model	 1122.000	 1278.988	 5118.636
	 3718.095
	
Independence model	 6895.968	 6905.203	 7131.065
	 7048.680
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90
	 HI 90	 MECVI
	
Default model
	
9.626	 9.071	 10.207	 9.694
	
Saturated model
	
4.051	 4.051
	 4.051	 4.617
	
Independence model
	
24.895	 23.945
	 25.869	 24.929
	
HOELTER	 HOELTER
Model	 .05	 .01
	
Default model	 60	 63
	
Independence model	 24	 25
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Sample Covariances
sales_gw incom_gw profit
	 Ql_B15	 QI_BI4	 QI_B13	 QI_B12
sales_gw	 0.789
incom_gw	 0.357	 1.062
profit	 0.454	 0.357	 0.750
Q1_B15	 0.240	 0.174
	 0.338
	 1.462
QI_B14	 0.264	 0.184	 0.246	 0.609	 0.907
Q1_B13
	 0.246	 0.150	 0.324	 0.538	 0.438	 0.998
QI_B12	 0.234	 0.128	 0.189	 0.498	 0.157	 0.489	 1.003
QI_BII	 0.180	 0.084	 0.266	 0.290	 0.214	 0.435	 0.554
QI_BIO	 0.201
	 0.040
	 0.238
	 0.488
	 0.336
	 0.433	 0.641
Q1_B9	 0.104	 0.043	 0.181	 0.483	 0.343	 0.500	 0.565
Q1_B8	 0.064	 0.020	 0.087	 0.531	 0.289	 0.427	 0.522
Q1_B7	 0.106	 -0.018	 0.159	 0.397	 0.271	 0.396	 0.517
QI_B6	 0.051	 0.032	 0.098	 0.276	 0.352
	 0.366
	 0.520
Q1_B5	 0.084	 0.026
	 0.079
	 0.143
	 0.214
	 0.326
	 0.521
Q1_B4	 0.096	 0.137
	 0.145
	 0.276	 0.376	 0.343	 0.324
Q1_B3	 0.081
	 -0.034
	 0.227	 0.568	 0.310	 0.564	 0.625
Q1_B2	 0.092	 0.079
	 0.334
	 0.468	 0.304	 0.560	 0.505
QI_BI	 0.121	 -0.010	 0.229	 0.421
	 0.289
	 0.436	 0.552
QI_A17	 0.004	 -0.058
	 0.016
	 0.191
	 0.128	 0.150	 0.228
Q1_A16	 0.133	 -0.009	 -0.040	 0.126	 0.293	 0.124	 0.091
QI_A15	 0.219	 0.205	 0.137	 0.071	 0.191	 0.302	 0.210
Q1_A14
	 0.092	 0.043	 0.084	 0.277	 0.283
	 0.379
	 0.232
QI_A13	 0.118	 0.128	 0.162	 0.356	 0.337	 0.286	 0.214
Q1_Al2
	 0.007	 -0.018	 -0.036
	 0.193
	 0.107	 0.216	 0.305
QI_All	 0.058	 0.005	 0.053	 0.168	 0.249	 0.217	 0.136
Q1_A10	 0.036	 -0.081
	 0.054
	 0.131
	 0.200
	 0.125	 0.033
Q1_A9	 0.076	 -0.102	 0.070	 0.084	 0.189	 0.216	 0.259
Q1_A8	 0.093	 0.135	 0.130	 0.396	 0.260	 0.277	 0.328
Q1_A7	 0.203	 0.015	 0.277	 0.350	 0.198	 0.294	 0.260
Q1_A6	 -0.005	 -0.052	 0.029	 0.181	 0.070	 0.173	 0.299
QI_A5	 0.076	 0.011	 0.030	 0.192	 0.100
	 0.263
	 0.256
Q1_A4	 0.149	 0.063
	 0.174
	 0.443
	 0.296
	 0.295
	 0.413
QI_A3	 0.250
	 0.137
	 0.176	 0.342	 0.150	 0.228	 0.406
Q1_A2	 0.187	 0.132	 0.207	 0.316	 0.249	 0.306	 0.296
QI_Al	 0.199	 0.080	 0.158	 0.329
	 0.224
	 0.233	 0.369
QI_BIl	 QI_BIO	 QI_B9	 QI_B8	 QI_B7
	 Q1_136
	 QI_B5
QI_BII	 1.076
QI_BIO
	 0.702	 1.093
QI_B9	 0.629
	 0.608	 1.059
Q1_B8	 0.584	 0.516	 0.698	 1.051
Q1_B7	 0.584	 0.587
	 0.687	 0.725	 1.071
Q1_B6	 0.595	 0.668	 0.721	 0.710	 0.806
	 1.174
Q1_B5	 0.595
	 0.671	 0.528	 0.519	 0.620	 0.685	 0.990
Q1_B4	 0.331
	 0.267	 0.496	 0.464	 0.349	 0.412	 0.375
QI_B3	 0.453	 0.471	 0.666
	 0.633	 0.553
	 0.532	 0.462
Q1_B2	 0.426
	 0.354	 0.529
	 0.504	 0.448	 0.435	 0.343
Q1_BI	 0.469	 0.406	 0.511	 0.504
	 0.459	 0.420	 0.426
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Q1_A17
	 0.221	 0.322	 0.331	 0.234	 0.340	 0.330	 0.253
Q1_A16	 0.170	 0.189	 0.140	 0.167	 0.216	 0.222	 0.196
Q1_A15	 0.116	 0.100	 0.143	 0.022	 0.035	 0.074	 0.100
QI_A14	 0.071	 0.035	 0.125	 0.141	 0.011	 -0.010	 0.058
Q1_A13
	 0.219	 0.304	 0.211
	 0.237
	 0.199	 0.224	 0.106
QI_Al2	 0.238	 0.268	 0.305	 0.241
	 0.232	 0.272	 0.247
QI_All	 0.250	 0.144	 0.162	 0.191	 0.077
	 0.130
	 0.148
Ql_A10
	 0.135	 0.007	 0.169	 0.186	 0.121	 0.125	 0.136
QI_A9	 0.327
	 0.286
	 0.248
	 0.299
	 0.289
	 0.340
	 0.397
Q1_A8	 0.200	 0.303	 0.222	 0.233	 0.290	 0.171	 0.169
Q1_A7	 0.269	 0.315	 0.354	 0.226	 0.310	 0.228	 0.175
Q1_A6	 0.208	 0.225	 0.287	 0.270	 0.153	 0.200	 0.278
Q1_A5	 0.109
	 0.134	 0.184	 0.232	 0.131	 0.201	 0.125
Q1_A4	 0.317	 0.387	 0.335	 0.326	 0.245	 0.299	 0.163
Q1_A3	 0.293	 0.335	 0.240	 0.145	 0.143	 0.107	 0.149
Q1_A2	 0.296	 0.308	 0.226	 0.175	 0.107	 0.153	 0.170
QI_Al	 0.307	 0.392	 0.245	 0.200	 0.201	 0.262	 0.228
Q1_84
	 QI_B3	 Q1_B2	 QI_BI	 Q1_A17
	 Q1_A16 Q1_A15
QI_B4	 0.841
QI_B3	 0.494
	 1.282
Q1_B2	 0.442	 0.854	 1.176
QI_B1	 0.395
	 0.725	 0.844	 1.185
Q1_A17
	 0.179	 0.134	 0.147
	 0.172	 0.622
Q1_A16
	 0.114	 -0.037
	 -0.035	 0.127	 0.249	 0.944
QI_A15	 0.125	 0.110	 0.168	 0.189
	 0.186	 0.290	 0.858
Q1_A14	 0.227	 0.264	 0.291
	 0.332	 0.003	 0.170	 0.273
QI_A13
	 0.189	 0.173
	 0.146	 0.099	 0.117	 0.126
	 0.100
QI_Al2	 0.164	 0.126
	 0.195	 0.204	 0.296	 0.167
	 0.208
QI_All	 0.195	 0.164	 0.185
	 0.220	 0.098	 0.333
	 0.236
QI_A10	 0.128	 0.160	 0.211	 0.180
	 0.078	 0.282	 0.131
Q1_A9	 0.164	 0.142	 0.141
	 0.196	 0.105	 0.222	 0.017
QI_A8	 0.200
	 0.160	 0.124	 0.104
	 0.117	 0.100	 0.087
QI_A7	 0.258
	 0.401	 0.377	 0.276
	 0.132	 -0.014	 0.096
Q1_A6	 0.236
	 0.394	 0.350	 0.401	 0.058	 0.115
	 0.118
QI_A5	 0.153	 0.308	 0.242
	 0.253
	 0.080	 0.146	 0.115
Q1_A4	 0.287
	 0.345	 0.298	 0.310	 0.190
	 0.116	 0.153
QI_A3	 0.105	 0.135	 0.125	 0.164	 0.146
	 0.122
	 0.212
QI_A2	 0.177	 0.169
	 0.243
	 0.230	 0.124	 0.275	 0.268
QI_Al	 0.101	 0.121	 0.144	 0.249	 0.205
	 0.207	 0.231
QI_A14	 QI_A13	 QI_Al2	 Ql_All	 QI_A10
	 QI_A9	 Q1_A8
QI_A14	 0.791
QI_A13	 0.130	 0.717
QI_Al2
	 0.070	 0.182	 0.629
QI_All
	 0.283	 0.161
	 0.120	 0.892
QI_A10
	 0.195
	 0.048
	 0.021	 0.385	 0.885
Q1_A9	 0.095	 0.104	 0.126	 0.154	 0.102	 0.778
QI_A8	 0.142	 0.251
	 0.160
	 0.099
	 -0.009	 0.129	 0.882
Q1_A7	 0.144	 0.183	 0.142
	 0.204	 0.073	 0.012	 0.227
Q1_A6	 0.196	 0.018	 0.144	 0.287	 0.271
	 0.184	 0.111
Q1_A5	 0.164	 0.079	 0.181	 0.172	 0.087	 0.223
	 0.064
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Regression Weights: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Q1_A4	 0.178	 0.269	 0.139	 0.114	 0.033	 0.097	 0.317
QI_A3	 0.135	 0.178	 0.182	 0.138	 -0.009	 0.031	 0.151
QI_A2	 0.230	 0.201	 0.166	 0.362	 0.195	 0.170	 0.218
QI_Al	 0.068	 0.218	 0.230	 0.120	 0.009	 0.150	 0.204
QI_A7	 QI_A6	 Q1_A5	 QI_A4	 QI_A3	 QI_A2	 Ql_Al
QI_A7	 1.157
QI_A6	 0.101	 0.958
QI_A5	 0.083	 0.324	 0.818
QI_A4	 0.160	 0.184	 0.060	 0.653
QI_A3	 0.319	 0.146	 0.041	 0.237	 0.762
Q1_A2	 0.134	 0.231	 0.138	 0.345	 0.241	 0.804
QI_Al	 0.188	 0.063
	 0.098	 0.326	 0.320	 0.280	 0.724
CSO < 	  BS Strategic Fit_F2 	 1.000
SSC < 	
 BS Strategic Fit_F2 	 1.428	 0.511	 2.796
SG < 	
 BS Strategic Fit_F2	 2.111	 0.677	 3.120
TABSP < 	
 BS Strategic Fit_F2 	 3.264	 1.009	 3.236
IABSP < 	
 BS Strategic Fit_F2	 4.098	 1.246	 3.288
OABSP < 	
 BS Strategic Fit_F2	 3.303	 1.029
	 3.210
Performance <
	  BS Strategic Fit_F2
	 1.279	 0.460	 2.782
QI_Al < 	
 SG	 1.000
QI_A2 < 	
 SG	 0.943	 0.166	 5.689
QI_A3 < 	
 SG	 0.860	 0.158	 5.432
QI_A4 < 	
 SG	 1.167	 0.168	 6.928
QI_A5 < 	
 SSC	 1.000	
.
QI_A6 < 	
 SSC	 1.282	 0.326	 3.929
QI_A7 < 	
 SSC	 1.461	 0.366	 3.995
QI_A8 < 	
 SSC	 1.339	 0.328	 4.080
Q1_A9 < 	
 SSC	 1.330	 0.319	 4.175
QI_A10 < 	
 CSO	 1.000
QI_All < 	
 CSO	 1.496	 0.534	 2.799
QI_Al2 < 	
 CSO	 1.883	 0.608	 3.096
QI_A13 < 	
 CSO	 1.800	 0.594	 3.030
Q1_A14 < 	
 CSO	 1.244	 0.465	 2.678
QI_A15 < 	
 CSO	 1.218	 0.466
	 2.612
QI_A16 < 	
 CSO	 1.419	 0.521	 2.722
QI_A17 < 	
 CSO	 1.893	 0.610	 3.102
QI_BI < 	
 OABSP	 1.000
QI_B2 < 	
 OABSP	 0.974	 0.080	 12.220
QI_B3 <
	
 OABSP	 1.129	 0.106	 10.668
QI_B4 <
	
 OABSP	 0.828	 0.104	 7.981
QI_B5 <
	
 OABSP	 1.067	 0.118	 9.042
QI_B6 <
	  OABSP	 1.243	 0.131	 9.462
QI_B7 < 	
 OABSP	 1.194	 0.126	 9.497
QI_B8 <
	
 OABSP	 1.207	 0.125	 9.623
QI_B9 < 	
 OABSP	 1.288	 0.129	 9.998
QI_BIO < 	
 IABSP	 1.000
QI_BII <
	
 IABSP	 0.945	 0.078	 12.123
QI_BI2 <
	
 IABSP	 0.947	 0.075	 12.648
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QI_BI3 < 	  TABSP	 1.000
QI_B14 < 	  TABSP	 0.737	 0.101	 7.302
QI_BI5 < 	  TABSP	 1.001	 0.129	 7.739
profit < 	  Performance	 1.000
incom_gw < 	  Performance	 0.733	 0.108	 6.791
sales_gw < 	  Performance	 0.934	 0.117	 7.974
Standardized Regression Weights:	 Estimate
CSO < 	  BS Strategic Fit_F2	 1.000
SSC < 	  BS Strategic Fit_F2 	 1.000
SG < 	  BS Strategic Fit_F2	 1.000
TABSP < 	  BS Strategic Fit_F2	 1.000
IABSP < 	  BS Strategic Fit_F2 	 1.000
OABSP < 	  BS Strategic Fit_F2 	 1.000
Performance < 	  BS Strategic Fit_F2 	 0.349
QI_Al < 	
 SG	 0.474
QI_A2 < 	
 SG	 0.424
QI_A3 < 	
 SG	 0.397
QI_A4 < 	
 SG	 0.582
QI_A5 < 	
 SSC	 0.302
QI_A6 < 	
 SSC	 0.357
QI_A7 < 	
 SSC	 0.370
QI_A8 < 	
 SSC	 0.389
QI_A9 < 	
 SSC	 0.411
QI_A10 < 	
 CSO	 0.203
QI_All < 	
 CSO	 0.303
QI_Al2 < 	
 CSO	 0.453
QI_A13 < 	
 CSO	 0.406
QI_A14 < 	
 CSO	 0.267
QI_A15 < 	
 CSO	 0.251
QI_A16 < 	
 CSO	 0.279
QI_A17 < 	
 CSO	 0.459
QI_BI < 	
 OABSP	 0.580
QI_B2 < 	
 OABSP	 0.567
QI_B3 < 	
 OABSP	 0.629
QI_B4 < 	
 OABSP	 0.569
QI_B5 < 	
 OABSP	 0.677
QI_B6 < 	
 OABSP	 0.724
QI_B7 < 	
 OABSP	 0.728
QI_B8 < 	
 OABSP	 0.743
QI_B9 < 	
 OABSP	 0.790
QI_BIO < 	
 IABSP	 0.749
QI_BII < 	
 IABSP	 0.713
QI_BI2 < 	
 IABSP	 0.741
QI_BI3 < 	
 TABSP	 0.624
QI_BI4 < 	
 TABSP	 0.483
QI_BI5 < 	
 TABSP	 0.516
profit < 	
 Performance	 0.808
incom_gw < 	
 Performance	 0.498
sales_gw < 	
 Performance	 0.736
Covariances:	 Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
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el <
e2 <
el <
el <
e2 <
el <
> e2 0.456 0.057 7.988
> e3 0.416 0.056 7.438
> e3 0.275 0.052 5.279
Correlations:	 Estimate
	 > e2 0.576
	 > e3 0.529
	 > e3 0.353
Squared Multiple Correlations:	 Estimate
Performance 0.122
sales_gw 0.542
incom_gw 0.248
profit 0.653
Ql_B15 0.266
QI_B14 0.233
QI_B13 0.389
Ql_BI2 0.548
Ql_BII 0.508
Ql_BIO 0.561
QI_B9 0.624
QI_B8 0.552
QI_B7 0.530
Ql_B6 0.524
Ql_B5 0.458
QI_B4 0.324
QI_B3 0.396
QI_B2 0.321
QI_BI 0.336
Ql_A17 0.210
QI_A16 0.078
QI_A15 0.063
QI_A14 0.071
QI_A13 0.165
QI_Al2 0.206
QI_All 0.092
QI_A10 0.041
QI_A9 0.169
QI_A8 0.151
Ql_A7 0.137
Ql_A6 0.128
Ql_A5 0.091
QI_A4 0.339
Ql_A3 0.158
QI_A2 0.180
Ql_Al 0.224
Appendix 20
	
499
Standardized Direct Effects
BS St rat Performa TABSP 	 IABSP	 OABSP	 CSO	 SSC
Performan	 0.349	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
TABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
CSO	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SSC	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SG	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
sales_gw	 0.000	 0.736	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
incom_gw
	 0.000	 0.498	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
profit	 0.000	 0.808	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B15
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.516	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.483	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.624	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B12	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.741	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
QI_BII	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.713	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
QI_BIO	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.749	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.790	 0.000	 0.000
QI_B8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.743	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.728	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.724	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.677	 0.000	 0.000
QI_B4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.569	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.629	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_B2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.567	 0.000	 0.000
QI_BI	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.580	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A17
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.459	 0.000
Q1_A16	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.279	 0.000
Q1_A15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.251	 0.000
Q1_A14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.267	 0.000
Q1_A13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.406	 0.000
Q1_Al2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.453	 0.000
QI_All
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.303	 0.000
QI_A10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.203	 0.000
Q1_A9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.411
QI_A8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.389
Q1_A7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.370
Q1_A6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.357
Q1_A5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.302
Q1_A4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
QI_Al	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SG
Performan
	 0.000
TABSP
	 0.000
IABSP	 0.000
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500
P	 CMIN/DF
	
0.000	 3.963
	
0.000	 8.562
OABSP 0.000
CSO 0.000
SSC 0.000
SG 0.000
sales_gw 0.000
incom_gw 0.000
profit 0.000
QI_B15 0.000
QI_B14 0.000
QI_B13 0.000
QI_BI2 0.000
QI_Bll 0.000
QI_BIO 0.000
QI_B9 0.000
Q1_B8 0.000
QI_B7 0.000
QI_B6 0.000
QI_B5 0.000
QI_B4 0.000
QI_B3 0.000
QI_B2 0.000
QI_B1 0.000
QI_A17 0.000
QI_A16 0.000
QI_A15 0.000
QI_A14 0.000
QI_A13 0.000
QI_Al2 0.000
Ql_All 0.000
QI_A10 0.000
QI_A9 0.000
QI_A8 0.000
QI_A7 0.000
QI_A6 0.000
QI_A5 0.000
QI_A4 0.582
QI_A3 0.397
QI_A2 0.424
QI_Al 0.474
Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF
	
Default model	 74	 2203.474	 556
	
Saturated model	 630	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model 	 35	 5094.661	 595
Model	 RMR	 OF!	 AGFI	 PGFI
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	Default model
	
0.087	 0.642	 0.595
	
0.567
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	 1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.274	 0.264	 0.221
	
0.249
	
DELTA]	 RHO1	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model	 0.567	 0.537	 0.637	 0.608	 0.634
	
Saturated model	 1.000	 1.000	 1.000
	
Independence model 	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.934	 0.530	 0.592
	
Saturated model
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000	 0.000	 0.000
Model	 NCP	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 1647.474
	 1506.831	 1795.627
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model
	 4499.661	 4275.093	 4730.769
Model	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 7.955	 5.948	 5.440
	 6.482
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model 	 18.392
	
16.244	 15.434	 17.079
Model	 RMSEA	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
PCLOSE
	
Default model
	
0.103
	 0.099	 0.108
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
0.165	 0.161	 0.169
	
0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model	 2351.474	 2373.582	 2883.014	 2693.918
	
Saturated model	 1260.000	 1448.216	 5785.271	 4175.401
	
Independence model 	 5164.661	 5175.118	 5416.065	 5326.628
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90	 HI 90	 MECVI
	
Default model
	
8.489
	 7.981	 9.024	 8.569
	
Saturated model
	
4.549	 4.549	 4.549	 5.228
	
Independence model
	
18.645	 17.834	 19.479	 18.683
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Q2_A6
110-02_AS
O- 02_A4
▪ Q2_A3
110-Q2 A2A
P02 _Al A
n Q2_Al2
111.02_A11..
n Q2_A10.4
n 02_A9 A
n 02_A8
n Q2 A7
110.02_A15‘
91.02_A14.41
n Q2 A13A
DC
01Q
ISIG
006
dd5
dd4
913
612
ddl
ddl 2
ddl I
dd9
dee
dd7
ddl 5
dd I 3
24-
V
Performance n
1
P V
profit Iccom_gNsales_gw
lÀ	 1A	 lA
dc3
	
dc2	 dcl
Effects of the Strategic Fit F3
on
Business Performance
(Whole Sample: Model IS_BSC Fit)
ISC_BSC
Strategic Fit
F3
Effects of the Strategic Fit of the
Content Dimensions of IS Strategy
and Business Strategy on
Business Performance
(Model ISC-BSC_Fit)
Sample size:	 278
Chi-square	 2045.511
Degrees of freedom = 559
Probability level = 0.000
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Sample Covariances
QI_A17	 QI_A16	 QI_A15	 QI_A14	 QI_A13	 QI_Al2	 Ql_All
QI_A17	 0.622
Ql_A16	 0.249
	 0.944
QI_A15
	 0.186	 0.290	 0.858
QI_A14	 0.003
	 0.170	 0.273	 0.791
Q1_A13	 0.117	 0.126	 0.100	 0.130	 0.717
QI_Al2	 0.296	 0.167	 0.208	 0.070
	 0.182	 0.629
QI_All	 0.098	 0.333	 0.236	 0.283	 0.161	 0.120	 0.892
QI_A10	 0.078	 0.282	 0.131	 0.195
	 0.048	 0.021	 0.385
QI_A9	 0.105	 0.222	 0.017
	 0.095	 0.104	 0.126	 0.154
QI_A8	 0.117
	 0.100	 0.087	 0.142	 0.251	 0.160	 0.099
Q1_A7	 0.132	 -0.014	 0.096	 0.144	 0.183	 0.142	 0.204
QI_A6	 0.058	 0.115	 0.118
	 0.196	 0.018	 0.144
	 0.287
Q1_A5	 0.080	 0.146	 0.115	 0.164	 0.079	 0.181	 0.172
QI_A4	 0.190	 0.116	 0.153	 0.178	 0.269	 0.139	 0.114
Q1_A3	 0.146	 0.122	 0.212	 0.135	 0.178	 0.182	 0.138
QI_A2	 0.124	 0.275
	 0.268	 0.230	 0.201	 0.166	 0.362
QI_Al	 0.205	 0.207	 0.231	 0.068	 0.218
	 0.230	 0.120
sales_gw	 0.004
	 0.133	 0.219	 0.092	 0.118
	 0.007	 0.058
incom_gw	 -0.058
	 -0.009	 0.205	 0.043	 0.128
	 -0.018	 0.005
profit	 0.016	 -0.040	 0.137	 0.084	 0.162	 -0.036	 0.053
Q2_A15	 0.321	 0.245	 0.241	 0.120	 0.182
	 0.350	 0.160
Q2_A14	 0.232	 0.041	 0.237	 0.038	 0.115	 0.293	 0.039
Q2_A13	 0.252	 0.126	 0.167	 0.092	 0.269	 0.337	 0.106
Q2_Al2	 0.255	 0.094	 0.212	 0.128
	 0.229
	 0.285	 0.084
Q2_A6	 0.144	 0.240	 0.096	 0.056	 0.198
	 0.144	 0.197
Q2_A5	 0.055	 0.167	 0.191
	 0.193	 0.044	 0.074	 0.157
Q2_A1l	 0.247	 0.165	 0.127	 0.054	 0.034	 0.227	 0.122
Q2_A10	 0.273	 0.223	 0.353	 0.205	 0.194	 0.309	 0.119
Q2_A9	 0.232	 0.130	 0.372	 0.145	 0.110	 0.208	 0.157
Q2_A8	 0.253	 0.141	 0.260	 0.093	 0.150
	 0.329
	 0.135
Q2_A7	 0.070	 -0.007	 0.332	 0.152	 0.036
	 0.173	 0.152
Q2_A4	 0.099	 0.056	 0.159	 0.156	 0.174	 0.191
	 0.039
Q2_A3	 0.123	 0.136	 0.123	 -0.014	 0.032	 0.123	 0.123
Q2_A2	 0.116	 0.168	 0.259
	 0.111	 0.156	 0.191	 0.154
Q2_A1	 0.169	 0.162	 0.349	 0.294
	 0.175	 0.181	 0.163
QI_A10 QI_A9
	 QI_A8	 QI_A7
	 QI_A6
	 Ql_A5	 QI_A4
QI_A10	 0.885
Q1_A9	 0.102	 0.778
Q1_A8	 -0.009	 0.129	 0.882
Q1_A7	 0.073	 0.012	 0.227	 1.157
QI_A6	 0.271	 0.184	 0.111	 0.101	 0.958
Q1_A5	 0.087	 0.223	 0.064	 0.083
	 0.324	 0.818
Ql_A4	 0.033	 0.097	 0.317	 0.160	 0.184	 0.060	 0.653
Ql_A3	 -0.009	 0.031	 0.151	 0.319
	 0.146	 0.041	 0.237
Q1_A2	 0.195	 0.170	 0.218	 0.134	 0.231	 0.138	 0.345
Ql_Al	 0.009	 0.150	 0.204	 0.188	 0.063	 0.098	 0.326
sales_gw	 0.036	 0.076	 0.093	 0.203	 -0.005	 0.076	 0.149
incom_gw	 -0.081	 -0.102	 0.135	 0.015	 -0.052	 0.011	 0.063
profit	 0.054	 0.070	 0.130	 0.277	 0.029	 0.030	 0.174
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Q2_A15	 0.103	 0.175	 0.177	 0.343	 0.225	 0.297	 0.307
Q2_A14	 -0.025	 0.090	 0.138	 0.505	 0.165	 0.152	 0.297
Q2_A13	 -0.006	 0.148	 0.265	 0.406	 0.184	 0.207	 0.282
Q2_Al2	 0.024	 0.092	 0.244	 0.350	 0.153	 0.179	 0.287
Q2_A6	 0.127	 0.202	 0.251	 0.321	 0.177	 0.122	 0.205
Q2_A5	 0.220	 0.227	 0.141	 0.348	 0.291	 0.161	 0.313
02_All	 0.022	 0.075	 0.071	 0.347	 0.161	 0.179	 0.217
Q2_A10
	
0.090	 0.076	 0.223	 0.471	 0.162	 0.176	 0.309
Q2_A9	 0.102	 0.005	 0.191	 0.334	 0.113
	 0.066	 0.298
Q2_A8	 0.005	 0.175	 0.203	 0.374	 0.168
	 0.207	 0.255
Q2_A7	 0.082	 0.019	 0.002	 0.125	 0.260	 0.193	 0.134
Q2_A4	 0.019	 0.085	 0.223	 0.379
	 0.222	 0.297
	 0.305
Q2_A3	 0.097	 0.114	 0.096	 0.363	 0.085	 0.076	 0.125
Q2_A2	 0.022	 0.113	 0.158	 0.366	 0.142	 0.079	 0.280
Q2_Al	 0.167	 0.083	 0.243
	 0.285	 0.278	 0.050	 0.387
QI_A3	 QI_A2
	 QI_Al	 sales_gw incom_gw profit
	 Q2_A15
QI_A3	 0.762
QI_A2	 0.241	 0.804
QI_Al	 0.320	 0.280	 0.724
sales_gw	 0.250	 0.187	 0.199	 0.789
incom_gw	 0.137	 0.132	 0.080	 0.357	 1.062
profit	 0.176	 0.207	 0.158	 0.454	 0.357
	 0.750
Q2_A15	 0.292	 0.364	 0.315	 0.191	 0.031	 0.213
	 0.946
Q2_A14	 0.356	 0.295	 0.286	 0.303	 0.200
	 0.324	 0.629
Q2_A13	 0.359	 0.229	 0.311	 0.164	 0.077	 0.235	 0.683
Q2_Al2	 0.279	 0.169	 0.319	 0.182	 0.103	 0.216	 0.541
Q2_A6	 0.211	 0.310	 0.189	 0.262	 0.139	 0.321
	 0.423
Q2_A5	 0.332	 0.308	 0.315	 0.335
	 0.066	 0.252	 0.475
Q2_All	 0.287	 0.236	 0.253	 0.159	 0.052	 0.201	 0.475
Q2_A10	 0.360	 0.288	 0.342	 0.351	 0.112	 0.348	 0.640
Q2_A9	 0.269	 0.204	 0.278	 0.236	 0.102	 0.235	 0.487
Q2_A8	 0.224	 0.163	 0.237	 0.257	 0.108	 0.238
	 0.502
Q2_A7	 0.263	 0.116	 0.132	 0.153	 0.100	 0.118	 0.272
Q2_A4	 0.306	 0.257	 0.365	 0.299	 0.145	 0.373	 0.554
Q2_A3	 0.276	 0.191	 0.239	 0.311	 0.099	 0.226	 0.420
Q2_A2	 0.374	 0.293	 0.347
	 0.415
	 0.096
	 0.379	 0.513
Q2_A1	 0.364	 0.310	 0.371	 0.333	 0.177	 0.472	 0.446
Q2_A14 Q2_A13 Q2_Al2 Q2_A6
	 Q2_A5	 Q2_Al1	 Q2_A10
Q2_A14	 1.185
Q2_A13	 0.610	 1.127
Q2_Al2	 0.532	 0.730	 0.878
Q2_A6	 0.496	 0.540	 0.448	 1.210
Q2_A5	 0.546	 0.613	 0.533	 0.604	 1.304
Q2_All	 0.563	 0.572	 0.487	 0.575	 0.610	 0.989
Q2_A10	 0.673	 0.795	 0.730	 0.698	 0.795	 0.741	 1.331
Q2_A9	 0.509	 0.518	 0.565	 0.430	 0.484	 0.492	 0.755
Q2_A8	 0.566	 0.653	 0.671	 0.549	 0.450	 0.528	 0.817
Q2_A7	 0.177	 0.383	 0.410	 0.336	 0.426	 0.369	 0.547
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Regression Weights: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Q2_A4	 0.621	 0.705	 0.652	 0.589	 0.794	 0.615	 0.773
Q2_A3	 0.422	 0.472	 0.378
	 0.557	 0.567	 0.446	 0.536
Q2_A2	 0.537	 0.574	 0.451
	 0.534	 0.591	 0.488	 0.701
Q2_A1	 0.525	 0.590
	 0.573	 0.616	 0.762	 0.523	 0.791
Q2_A9	 Q2_A8	 Q2_A7	 Q2_A4	 Q2_A3	 Q2_A2	 Q2_Al
Q2_A9	 1.107
Q2_A8	 0.697	 1.128
Q2_A7	 0.503	 0.544	 1.283
Q2_A4	 0.456	 0.576	 0.464	 1.232
Q2_A3	 0.470	 0.417	 0.127	 0.456
	 0.912
Q2_A2	 0.503	 0.513	 0.247	 0.594
	 0.603	 1.075
Q2_A1	 0.578	 0.509	 0.520	 0.807	 0.456	 0.615	 1.295
Performance <- ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit 	 0.422	 0.061
	 6.963
CSO < 	  ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit_F3	 0.130	 0.070	 1.853
SSC < 	  ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit_F3
	 0.287	 0.067	 4.305
SG < 	  ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit_F3	 0.518	 0.061	 8.525
ISIG < 	  ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit_F3
	 1.000
OIQ < 	  ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit_F3
	 0.605	 0.082	 7.398
DC < 	
 ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit_F3
	 0.971	 0.078	 12.510
Q2_Al < 	  DC	 1.000
Q2_A2 < 	  DC	 0.898	 0.080	 11.178
Q2_A3 <
	  DC	 0.728	 0.074	 9.856
Q2_A4 < 	  DC	 1.024	 0.086	 ,I1.896
Q2_A7 < 	
 OIQ	 1.000
Q2_A8 < 	  OIQ	 1.527	 0.212	 7.188
Q2_A9 < 	
 OIQ	 1.417	 0.202
	 7.004
Q2_A10 < 	
 OIQ	 1.927	 0.255
	 7.571
Q2_All < 	  OIQ	 1.394	 0.196	 7.118
Q2_A5 < 	
 CC	 0.967	 0.088	 10.935
Q2_A6 < 	  DC	 0.860	 0.085	 10.107
Q2_Al2 < 	  OIQ	 1.489	 0.200	 7.450
Q2_A13 < 	  ISIG
	 1.000
Q2_A14 < 	  ISIG	 0.886	 0.075	 11.828
Q2_A15 < 	
 ISIG	 0.860	 0.066	 13.063
profit < 	  Performance	 1.000
incom_gw < 	  Performance	 0.724	 0.105	 6.924
sales_gw < 	  Performance	 0.966	 0.108	 8.952
QI_Al < 	
 SG	 1.000
QI_A2 < 	  SG	 0.884	 0.150	 5.889
QI_A3 < 	
 SG	 1.007	 0.153	 6.583
QI_A4 < 	  SG	 0.930	 0.141	 6.572
QI_A5 < 	  SSC	 1.000
QI_A6 < 	
 SSC	 1.096	 0.349	 3.138
Q1_A7 < 	  SSC	 2.054	 0.529	 3.887
QI_A8 < 	  SSC	 1.202	 0.358
	 3.354
QI_A9 <
	  SSC	 0.724	 0.279	 2.601
Ql_A10 < 	
 CSO	 1.000
Ql_All < 	  CSO	 1.953	 1.175	 1.662
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Q1_Al2 <
	  CSO	 3.188	 1.762	 1.810
QI_A13 < 	
 CSO	 2.303
	 1.322	 1.742
QI_A14 < 	
 CSO	 1.872	 1.122	 1.668
Q1_A15 < 	
 CSO	 3.156	 1.767	 1.787
QI_A16 < 	  CSO	 2.167	 1.285	 1.687
QI_A17 < 	
 CSO	 2.730	 1.526	 1.789
Standardized Regression Weights:	 Estimate
Performance <- ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit
	 0.504
CSO < 	  ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit_F3	 1.000
SSC < 	  ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit_F3	 1.000
SG < 	  ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit_F3	 1.000
ISIG < 	  ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit_F3	 1.000
OIQ < 	  ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit_F3	 1.000
DC < 	  ISC_BSC_Strategic Fit_F3	 1.000
Q2_A1 < 	
 DC	 0.704
Q2_A2 < 	
 DC	 0.694
Q2_A3 < 	  DC	 0.611
Q2_A4 < 	  DC	 0.739
Q2_A7 < 	  01Q	 0.441
Q2_A8 < 	  OIQ	 0.718
Q2_A9 < 	  OIQ	 0.673
Q2_A10 < 	  OIQ	 0.835
Q2_A1l < 	  OIQ	 0.701
Q2_A5 < 	
 DC	 0.679
Q2_A6 < 	  DC	 0.627
Q2_Al2 < 	  OIQ	 0.794
Q2_A13 < 	  ISIG	 0.778
SIGQ2_A14 < 	  I	 0.672
Q2_A15 < 	  ISIG	 0.730
profit < 	  Performance	 0.799
incom_gw < 	  Performance	 0.486
sales_gw < 	  Performance	 0.752
QI_Al < 	  SG	 0.503
QI_A2 < 	  SG	 0.422
Ql_A3 < 	  SG	 0.494
QI_A4 < 	  SG	 0.493
QI_A5 < 	  SSC	 0.262
QI_A6 < 	  SSC	 0.266
QI_A7 < 	  SSC	 0.453
QI_A8 < 	  SSC	 0.304
QI_A9 < 	  SSC	 0.195
Ql_A10 < 	  CSO	 0.114
QI_All < 	  CSO	 0.222
QI_Al2 < 	  CSO	 0.431
Q1_A13 < 	  CSO	 0.292
QI_A14 < 	  CSO	 0.226
QI_A15 < 	  CSO	 0.366
QI_A16 < 	  CSO	 0.239
QI_A17 < 	
 CSO	 0.371
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Squared Multiple Correlations:	 Estimate
	
Performance
	 0.254
	
QI_A17	 0.138
	
QI_A16
	 0.057
	
QI_A15	 0.134
	
QI_A14	 0.051
	
QI_A13	 0.085
	
QI_Al2	 0.186
	
QI_All
	 0.049
	
QI_A10	 0.013
	
QI_A9	 0.038
	
QI_A8	 0.092
	
QI_A7	 0.205
	
QI_A6	 0.071
	
QI_A5	 0.069
	
QI_A4	 0.243
	
QI_A3	 0.244
	
QI_A2	 0.178
	
QI_Al	 0.253
	
sales_gw	 0.566
	
incom_gw	 0.236
	
profit	 0.638
	
Q2_A15	 0.533
	
Q2_A14	 0.452
	
Q2_A13	 0.605
	
Q2_Al2
	 0.631
	
Q2_A6	 0.393
	
Q2_A5	 0.461
	
Q2_A11
	 0.491
	
Q2_A10	 0.697
	
Q2_A9	 0.453
	
Q2_A8	 0.516
	
Q2_A7	 0.195
	
Q2_A4	 0.546
	
Q2_A3	 0.373
	
Q2_A2	 0.482
	
Q2_A1	 0.496
Standardized Direct Effects
ISC_BSC_ CSO	 SSC	 SG	 Performa ISIG	 OIQ
CSO	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
SSC	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SG	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Performan	 0.504	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
1510	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OIQ	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
DC	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A17
	
0.000
	 0.371	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A16	 0.000	 0.239	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
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Q1_A15 0.000 0.366 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
QI_A14 0.000 0.226 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
QI_A13 0.000 0.292 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_Al2 0.000 0.431 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_All 0.000 0.222 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
QI_A10 0.000 0.114 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A9 0.000 0.000 0.195 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A8 0.000 0.000 0.304 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A7 0.000 0.000 0.453 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A6 0.000 0.000 0.266 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A5 0.000 0.000 0.262 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.493 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.494 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.422 0.000 0.000 0.000
QI_Al 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.503 0.000 0.000 0.000
sales_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.752 0.000 0.000
incom_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.486 0.000 0.000
profit 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.799 0.000 0.000
Q2_A15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.730 0.000
Q2_A14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.672 0.000
Q2_A13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.778 0.000
Q2_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.794
Q2_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.701
Q2_A10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.835
Q2_A9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.673
Q2_A8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.718
Q2_A7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.441
Q2_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 o.obo 0.000
Q2_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
CSO
SSC
SG
Performan
ISIG
OIQ
DC
QI_A17
QI_A16
QI_A15
QI_A14
QI_A13
QI_Al2
QI_All
QI_A10
QI_A9
Q1_A8
QI_A7
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0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
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QI_A6	 0.000
QI_A5	 0.000
QI_A4	 0.000
QI_A3	 0.000
QI_A2	 0.000
QI_Al	 0.000
sales_gw	 0.000
incom_gw	 0.000
profit	 0.000
Q2_A15	 0.000
Q2_A14	 0.000
Q2_A13	 0.000
Q2_Al2	 0.000
Q2_A6	 0.627
Q2_A5	 0.679
Q2_A1l	 0.000
Q2_A10	 0.000
Q2_A9	 0.000
Q2_A8	 0.000
Q2_A7	 0.000
Q2_A4	 0.739
Q2_A3	 0.611
Q2_A2	 0.694
Q2_Al	 0.704
Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 71	 2045.511
	 559	 0.000
	 3.659
	
Saturated model	 630	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model
	 35	 4987.112	 595	 0.000	 8.382
Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
Default model
Saturated model
Independence model
	
0.079	 0.673	 0.632
	 0.597
	
0.000	 1.000
	
0.293	 0.253
	 0.209	 0.239
	
DELTA1	 RHO!	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model
	
0.590	 0.563	 0.664	 0.640
	
0.662
	
Saturated model
	
1.000
	 1.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
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Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.939
	
0.554
	
0.622
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 NCP	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 1486.511
	 1351.987	 1628.567
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 4392.112	 4170.394	 4621.135
Model	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90	 HI 90
Default model
Saturated model
Independence model
	
7.385	 5.366	 4.881
	 5.879
	
0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
18.004	 15.856	 15.056	 16.683
Model	 RMSEA	 LO 90	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
	
Default model
	
0.098	 0.093	 0.103	 0.000
	
Independence model
	
0.163
	 0.159	 0.167	 0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model	 2187.511
	 2208.723	 2697.502	 2516.073
	
Saturated model	 1260.000	 1448.216	 5785.271	 4175.401
	
Independence model	 5057.112	 5067.568
	 5308.516	 5219.078
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90	 HI 90	 MECVI
	
Default model
	
7.897
	
7.412	 8.410	 7.974
	
Saturated model
	
4.549
	
4.549
	 4.549
	 5.228
	
Independence model
	
18.257	 17.456	 19.084	 18.294
	
HOELTER	 HOELTER
Model	 .05
	
.01
	
Default model
	
84	 87
	
Independence model
	
37	 38
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Sample Covariances
QI_B15	 QI_B14	 QI_B13
	 QI_B12	 QI_BII	 QI_B10	 QI_B9
QI_B15	 1.462
Ql_B14	 0.609	 0.907
QI_B13	 0.538	 0.438
	 0.998
QI_B12	 0.498	 0.157	 0.489
	 1.003
QI_BII	 0.290	 0.214
	 0.435	 0.554	 1.076
Ql_BIO	 0.488	 0.336	 0.433	 0.641	 0.702	 1.093
QI_B9	 0.483	 0.343	 0.500	 0.565	 0.629	 0.608	 1.059
QI_B8	 0.531	 0.289
	 0.427	 0.522	 0.584	 0.516
	 0.698
Q1_B7	 0.397	 0.271	 0.396	 0.517	 0.584	 0.587	 0.687
Q1_B6	 0.276	 0.352	 0.366	 0.520
	 0.595	 0.668	 0.721
Q1_B5	 0.143	 0.214	 0.326
	 0.521
	 0.595	 0.671	 0.528
Q1_B4	 0.276	 0.376	 0.343	 0.324	 0.331	 0.267
	 0.496
Q1_B3	 0.568	 0.310	 0.564	 0.625
	 0.453	 0.471	 0.666
Q1_B2	 0.468	 0.304	 0.560	 0.505	 0.426	 0.354	 0.529
QI_B1	 0.421	 0.289	 0.436	 0.552	 0.469	 0.406
	 0.511
sales_gw	 0.240	 0.264	 0.246	 0.234	 0.180
	 0.201	 0.104
incom_gw	 0.174	 0.184	 0.150	 0.128	 0.084	 0.040	 0.043
profit	 0.338	 0.246	 0.324	 0.189	 0.266	 0.238	 0.181
Q2_B15	 0.545	 0.373	 0.437	 0.364	 0.412
	 0.379	 0.480
Q2_B14	 0.571	 0.427
	 0.383	 0.405	 0.419	 0.470	 0.397
Q2_B13	 0.425	 0.341
	 0.388	 0.451	 0.406	 0.403	 0.440
Q2_B12	 0.504	 0.282	 0.372	 0.394	 0.383	 0.415	 0.395
Q2_811	 0.495	 0.214
	 0.467	 0.441	 0.460	 0.514	 0.502
Q2_BI0	 0.597	 0.282	 0.529	 0.628	 0.528	 0.593
	 0.534
Q2_B9	 0.322	 0.151	 0.225
	 0.214
	 0.336	 0.309	 0.293
Q2_B8	 0.472	 0.230	 0.256	 0.320	 0.329	 0.310	 0.348
Q2_B7	 0.657	 0.304
	 0.342	 0.435	 0.411	 0.464	 0.423
Q2_B6	 0.430	 0.265	 0.323
	 0.276
	 0.361
	 0.364	 0.419
Q2_B5	 0.423	 0.302	 0.274
	 0.252
	 0.437
	 0.495
	 0.396
Q2_B4	 0.306	 0.276	 0.238	 0.278	 0.489	 0.375	 0.363
Q2_B3	 0.414	 0.387	 0.494	 0.518	 0.559	 0.628	 0.596
Q2_B2	 0.449	 0.388	 0.492	 0.432	 0.503
	 0.520	 0.534
Q2_B1	 0.373	 0.297	 0.352	 0.398	 0.519
	 0.508
	 0.419
QI_B8	 Q1_B7	 QI_B6	 QI_B5	 QI_B4	 QI_B3	 Q1_B2
QI_B8	 1.051
QI_B7	 0.725	 1.071
Q1_B6	 0.710	 0.806
	 1.174
QI_B5	 0.519	 0.620	 0.685	 0.990
Q1_B4	 0.464	 0.349	 0.412	 0.375
	 0.841
Q1_B3	 0.633	 0.553	 0.532	 0.462	 0.494	 1.282
QI_B2	 0.504	 0.448	 0.435
	 0.343	 0.442	 0.854	 1.176
QI_B1	 0.504	 0.459	 0.420	 0.426	 0.395	 0.725	 0.844
sales_gw	 0.064	 0.106	 0.051	 0.084	 0.096	 0.081	 0.092
incom_gw	 0.020	 -0.018	 0.032	 0.026	 0.137	 -0.034	 0.079
profit	 0.087	 0.159
	 0.098	 0.079	 0.145
	 0.227	 0.334
Q2_B15
	 0.379	 0.395	 0.334	 0.162
	 0.306	 0.389	 0.404
Q2_B14
	 0.319	 0.284	 0.289	 0.252	 0.357	 0.419	 0.392
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Q2_B13	 0.259	 0.312
	 0.314	 0.235	 0.274	 0.371	 0.355
Q2_B12	 0.357	 0.288	 0.272	 0.220	 0.233	 0.394	 0.316
Q2_B11	 0.338	 0.422	 0.352	 0.349	 0.231	 0.425	 0.397
Q2_B10	 0.528	 0.464	 0.432	 0.449	 0.312	 0.547	 0.504
Q2_B9	 0.257	 0.289	 0.285	 0.167	 0.224	 0.299	 0.371
Q2_B8	 0.361	 0.272	 0.297	 0.160	 0.307	 0.441	 0.466
Q2_B7	 0.435	 0.378	 0.369	 0.195	 0.307	 0.506	 0.464
Q2_B6	 0.358	 0.381	 0.426	 0.194	 0.280	 0.499	 0.439
Q2_B5	 0.371	 0.419
	 0.378	 0.313	 0.206	 0.251	 0.231
Q2_B4	 0.367	 0.434	 0.428	 0.160	 0.254	 0.308	 0.291
Q2_B3	 0.406	 0.477	 0.621	 0.418	 0.329	 0.703	 0.492
Q2_B2	 0.442	 0.437	 0.453	 0.336	 0.335	 0.611
	 0.535
Q2_B1	 0.348	 0.371	 0.401	 0.338	 0.366	 0.471	 0.482
Q1_131	 sales_gw incom_gw profit
	 Q2_B15	 Q2_BI4	 Q2_B13
QI_BI	 1.185
sales_gw	 0.121	 0.789
incom_gw	 -0.010	 0.357	 1.062
profit	 0.229	 0.454
	 0.357	 0.750
Q2_B15	 0.338	 0.301	 0.156	 0.437	 0.854
Q2_B14	 0.411	 0.344	 0.184	 0.466	 0.559	 0.932
Q2_B13	 0.413	 0.444	 0.202
	 0.452	 0.519	 0.525	 0.894
Q2_B12	 0.355	 0.198	 0.143	 0.265	 0.484	 0.439	 0.407
Q2_B1I	 0.358	 0.234	 0.053	 0.303	 0.355	 0.376	 0.499
Q2_B10	 0.492	 0.175	 0.130	 0.246
	 0.466	 0.402	 0.481
Q2_B9	 0.393	 0.234
	 0.020	 0.331	 0.410	 0.446	 0.362
Q2_B8	 0.491	 0.249	 0.072	 0.262	 0.422	 0.477	 0.437
Q2_B7	 0.449	 0.277	 -0.004
	 0.258	 0.391	 0.539	 0.445
Q2_B6	 0.386	 0.247	 0.081	 0.320
	 0.453	 0.444	 0.488
Q2_B5	 0.326	 0.249	 -0.041
	 0.228	 0.355	 0.433	 0.380
Q2_B4	 0.249	 0.324	 0.144
	 0.408	 0.504	 0.494
	 0.468
Q2_B3	 0.389	 0.312	 0.016	 0.336	 0.527	 0.521	 0.470
Q2_B2	 0.430	 0.328	 0.099	 0.380	 0.512
	 0.512	 0.453
Q2_B1	 0.415	 0.341	 0.131
	 0.350	 0.453	 0.581	 0.491
Q2_B12 Q2_B11 Q2_BI0 Q2_B9
	 Q2_B8	 Q2_B7	 Q2_B6
Q2_B12	 0.716
Q2_BII	 0.394	 0.799
Q2_B10	 0.501	 0.513	 0.944
Q2_B9	 0.306	 0.296	 0.311	 0.774
Q2_B8	 0.386	 0.301	 0.448	 0.597	 0.921
Q2_B7	 0.415	 0.448	 0.498	 0.563	 0.681	 1.001
Q2_B6	 0.358	 0.382	 0.423	 0.557	 0.661	 0.686	 1.006
Q2_B5	 0.355	 0.450	 0.419	 0.467	 0.418	 0.525	 0.471
Q2_B4	 0.326	 0.295	 0.339	 0.449	 0.513	 0.519	 0.639
Q2_B3	 0.432	 0.454	 0.548	 0.470	 0.590	 0.588	 0.687
Q2_B2	 0.395	 0.359	 0.477	 0.397	 0.576	 0.556	 0.593
Q2_B1	 0.379	 0.375	 0.467	 0.539	 0.643	 0.635	 0.668
Q2_B5	 Q2_B4	 Q2_B3	 Q2_B2	 Q2_B1
Q2_B5
	
0.915
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Regression Weights: Estimate
	 S.E.
	 C.R.	 Label
Q2_B4	 0.464	 1.004
Q2_B3
	 0.504	 0.674
	 1.322
Q2_B2	 0.410	 0.581	 0.839
	 1.061
Q2_BI
	 0.438	 0.550	 0.684	 0.705	 1.042
TABSP <---- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit_F4
	 1.000
IABSP <---- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit_F4
	 1.206	 0.123	 9.784
OABSP <---- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit_F4
	 1.032	 0.123	 8.403
TAISP <---- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit_F4
	 1.057	 0.111	 9.554
IAISP <---- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit_F4
	 1.179	 0.116	 10.155
OAISP <---- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit_F4
	 1.219	 0.122
	 10.036
Performance <- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit
	 0.670	 0.094	 7.166
Q2_B1 < 	
 OAISP	 1.000
Q2_B2 < 	
 OAISP	 1.029	 0.084	 12.309
Q2_B3 < 	
 OAISP	 1.124	 0.093	 12.035
Q2_B4 < 	
 OAISP	 0.870	 0.082	 10.644
Q2_B5 <
	
 OAISP	 0.814	 0.078	 10.415
Q2_B6 <
	
 OAISP	 0.943	 0.082	 11.547
Q2_B7 < 	
 OAISP	 0.982
	 0.081	 12.080
Q2_B8 < 	
 OAISP	 0.884	 0.078
	 11.314
Q2_B9 < 	
 OAISP	 0.752	 0.072
	 10.466
Q2_BI0 < 	
 IAISP	 1.000
Q2_BII < 	
 IAISP	 0.845
	 0.074
	 11.389
Q2_B12 < 	
 IAISP
	 0.800	 0.070	 11.392
Q2_BI3 < 	  TAISP	 1.000
Q2_B14 < 	
 TAISP	 1.050	 0.097	 10.858
Q2_B15 < 	
 TAISP	 1.014	 0.093	 10.946
profit < 	
 Performance	 1.000
incom_gw < 	  Performance	 0.644	 0.096 ' 6.738
sales_gw < 	
 Performance	 0.842
	 0.093
	 9.092
QI_B1 < 	  OABSP	 1.000
QI_B2 < 	
 OABSP	 1.031
	 0.082
	 12.594
QI_B3 < 	  OABSP	 1.155	 0.107	 10.783
QI_B4 < 	
 OABSP	 0.771
	 0.102
	 7.544
QI_B5 < 	  OABSP	 0.837	 0.111	 7.551
QI_B6 < 	  OABSP	 1.071	 0.126
	 8.516
QI_B7 < 	
 OABSP	 1.057
	 0.121	 8.716
Q1_B8 < 	  OABSP	 1.054	 0.120
	 8.757
Q1_B9 < 	  OABSP	 1.184
	 0.125	 9.447
Ql_BIO < 	  IABSP	 1.000
QI_Bll < 	  IABSP
	 0.965	 0.088
	 10.940
QI_B12 < 	
 IABSP	 0.900
	 0.085
	 10.573
Ql_B13 < 	
 TABSP	 1.000
QI_BI4 < 	  TABSP	 0.764	 0.104	 7.320
QI_B15 < 	  TABSP	 1.135	 0.136
	 8.340
Standardized Regression Weights:	 Estimate
TABSP <---- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit_F4 	 1.000
IABSP <---- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit_F4 	 1.000
Appendix 22	 515
Covariances:
el <
e2 <
el <
el <
e2 <
el <
OABSP <---- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit_F4 	 1.000
TAISP <---- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit_F4 	 1.000
IAISP <---- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit_F4 	 1.000
OAISP <---- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit_F4 	 1.000
Performance <- ISP_BSP_Strategic Fit 	 0.547
Q2_B1 < 	  OAISP	 0.724
Q2_B2 < 	  OAISP	 0.738
Q2_B3 < 	
 OAISP	 0.723
Q2_B4 < 	  OAISP	 0.642
Q2_B5 < 	  OAISP	 0.629
Q2_B6 < 	
 OAISP	 0.694
Q2_B7 < 	  OAISP	 0.725
Q2_B8 < 	  OAISP	 0.681
Q2_B9 < 	  OAISP	 0.632
Q2_BI0 < 	  IAISP	 0.736
Q2_BII < 	  IAISP
	 0.676
Q2_B12 < 	  IAISP	 0.676
Q2_B13 < 	
 TAISP	 0.677
Q2_B14 < 	  TAISP	 0.696
Q2_B15 < 	  TAISP	 0.703
profit < 	  Performance	 0.857
incom_gw < 	  Performance	 0.464
sales_gw < 	  Performance	 0.703
QI_B1 < 	  OABSP	 0.574
QI_B2 < 	  OABSP	 0.595
QI_B3 < 	  OABSP	 0.638
QI_B4 < 	
 OABSP	 0.525
Q1_B5 < 	  OABSP	 0.526
QI_B6 < 	  OABSP	 0.618
QI_B7 < 	
 OABSP	 0.638
QI_B8 < 	  OABSP	 0.643
QI_B9 < 	  OABSP	 0.719
QI_BIO < 	  IABSP
	 0.699
QI_BIl < 	  IABSP	 0.680
Q1_B12 < 	
 IABSP	 0.656
QI_BI3 < 	  TABSP	 0.606
QI_B14 < 	
 TABSP	 0.486
QI_B15 < 	  TABSP	 0.569
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
> e2	 0.441	 0.055	 7.995
> e3	 0.388	 0.053	 7.323
> e3	 0.273	 0.051	 5.351
Correlations:	 Estimate
> e2	 0.568
> e3	 0.511
> e3	 0.352
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Squared Multiple Correlations:	 Estimate
	
Performance	 0.300
	
QI_B15
	 0.324
	
QI_B14	 0.237
	
QI_BI3
	 0.368
	
QI_BI2	 0.431
	
QI_BIl	 0.462
	
QI_BIO	 0.489
	
QI_B9	 0.517
	
QI_B8	 0.413
	
QI_B7	 0.408
	
QI_B6	 0.382
	
QI_B5	 0.277
	
QI_B4	 0.276
	
Q1_133	 0.407
	
QI_B2	 0.354
	
QI_B1	 0.330
	
sales_gw	 0.494
	
incom_gw	 0.215
	
profit
	 0.734
	
Q2_B15
	 0.494
	
Q2_B14	 0.485
	
Q2_B13
	 0.458
	
Q2_BI2
	 0.457
	
Q2_BI1	 0.456
	
Q2_BI0
	 0.541
	
Q2_B9	 0.399
	
Q2_B8	 0.464
	
Q2_B7	 0.526
	
Q2_B6	 0.482
	
Q2_B5	 0.395
	
Q2_B4	 0.412
	
O2_B3	 0.522
	
Q2_B2	 0.545
	
Q2_B1	 0.524
Standardized Direct Effects
ISP_BSP_ TABSP	 IABSP	 °AMP	 Performa TAISP
	 IAISP
TABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Performan	 0.547	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
TAISP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IAISP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OAISP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B15	 0.000	 0.569	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
QI_B14	 0.000	 0.486	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B13
	 0.000	 0.606	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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Q1_B12 0.000 0.000 0.656 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B11 0.000 0.000 0.680 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
QI_BIO 0.000 0.000 0.699 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.719 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.643 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.638 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.618 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.526 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.525 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.638 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.595 0.000 0.000 0.000
QI_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.574 0.000 0.000 0.000
sales_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.703 0.000 0.000
incom_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.464 0.000 0.000
profit 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.857 0.000 0.000
Q2_B15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.703 0.000
Q2_B14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.696 0.000
Q2_B13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.677 0.000
Q2_B12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.676
Q2_B11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.676
Q2_B10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.736
Q2_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
OAISP
TABSP	 0.000
IABSP	 0.000
OABSP	 0.000
Performan	 0.000
TAISP	 0.000
IAISP	 0.000
OAISP	 0.000
QI_B15	 0.000
QI_BI4	 0.000
QI_BI3
	
0.000
QI_BI2	 0.000
QI_BII	 0.000
Ql_BIO	 0.000
QI_B9	 0.000
QI_B8	 0.000
QI_B7	 0.000
QI_B6	 0.000
QI_B5	 0.000
Q1_B4	 0.000
QI_B3	 0.000
QI_B2	 0.000
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0.095
0.000
0.407
0.556
1.000
0.153
Default mode]
Saturated model
Independence model
0.493
	 0.487
0.100
	 0.144
Ql_BI	 0.000
sales_gw	 0.000
incom_gw	 0.000
profit
	
0.000
Q2_B15	 0.000
Q2_B14	 0.000
Q2_BI3	 0.000
Q2_B12	 0.000
Q2_BII	 0.000
Q2_BI0
	
0.000
Q2_B9	 0.632
Q2_B8	 0.681
Q2_B7	 0.725
Q2_B6	 0.694
Q2_B5	 0.629
Q2_B4	 0.642
Q2_B3	 0.723
Q2_B2	 0.738
Q2_BI	 0.724
Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 70	 2724.229	 491	 0.000	 5.548
	
Saturated model	 561	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model	 33	 7010.440
	 528	 0.000	 13.277
Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
DELTA1	 RHO1	 DELTA2
	 RH02
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IF]
	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model
	
0.611
	
0.582	 0.657
	
0.630
	
0.655
	
Saturated model
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.000
	
0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.930
	
0.569
	
0.610
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
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Default model
Independence model
56	 58
24	 24
Model	 NCP	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 2233.229	 2073.112	 2400.785
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 6482.440	 6215.468	 6755.858
Model	 FMIN
	 FO	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 9.835	 8.062	 7.484	 8.667
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 25.308	 23.402	 22.439	 24.389
Model	 RMSEA	 LO 90	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
	
Default model	 0.128
	 0.123	 0.133	 0.000
	
Independence model	 0.211	 0.206
	 0.215	 0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model	 2864.229	 2883.817	 3362.918	 3188.162
	
Saturated model
	 1122.000	 1278.988	 5118.636	 3718.095
	
Independence model
	 7076.440	 7085.675	 7311.536	 7229.151
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90	 HI 90	 MECVI
	
Default model	 10.340	 9.762	 10.945
	 10.411
	
Saturated model	 4.051	 4.051
	 4.051	 4.617
	
Independence model	 25.547	 24.583	 26.534	 25.580
	
HOELTER	 HOELTER
Model	 .05	 .01
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Effects of the Strategic Fit Fx1
on
Business Performance
(Whole Sample: Model Fx1)
Sample size:
	 278
Chi-square = 4642.676
Degrees of freedom = 1174
Probability level = 0.000
Sample Covariances
Q1_A17 Q1_A16 Q1_A15 Q1_A14 Q1_A13
	 Q1_Al2 Ql_All
Q1_A17	 0.622
Q1_A16	 0.249
	 0.944
Q1_A15	 0.186	 0.290	 0.858
Q1_A14	 0.003	 0.170	 0.273	 0.791
Q1_A13	 0.117	 0.126	 0.100	 0.130	 0.717
Q1_Al2	 0.296	 0.167	 0.208	 0.070
	 0.182	 0.629
Ql_All	 0.098
	 0.333	 0.236	 0.283
	 0.161	 0.120	 0.892
Ql_A10	 0.078	 0.282	 0.131
	 0.195	 0.048	 0.021	 0.385
Q1_A9	 0.105
	 0.222	 0.017	 0.095
	 0.104	 0.126	 0.154
Q1_A8	 0.117
	 0.100	 0.087	 0.142
	 0.251	 0.160	 0.099
Ql_A7	 0.132	 -0.014	 0.096	 0.144	 0.183	 0.142	 0.204
Ql_A6	 0.058	 0.115	 0.118	 0.196
	 0.018	 0.144	 0.287
Q1_A5	 0.080	 0.146	 0.115	 0.164
	 0.079	 0.181	 0.172
Q1_A4	 0.190
	 0.116	 0.153	 0.178
	 0.269	 0.139	 0.114
Q1_A3	 0.146
	 0.122	 0.212	 0.135	 0.178	 0.182	 0.138
Q1_A2	 0.124
	 0.275	 0.268	 0.230
	 0.201	 0.166	 0.362
Ql_Al	 0.205	 0.207	 0.231	 0.068	 0.218
	 0.230
	 0.120
sales_gw	 0.004
	 0.133	 0.219	 0.092	 0.118
	 0.007	 0.058
incom_gw	 -0.058	 -0.009	 0.205	 0.043	 0.128	 -0.018	 0.005
profit	 0.016	 -0.040	 0.137	 0.084	 0.162	 -0.036	 0.053
Q2_B15	 0.227	 0.105	 0.249	 0.191	 0.297	 0.185	 0.143
Q2_B14	 0.162	 0.154	 0.221	 0.248	 0.339
	 0.159	 0.252
Q2_B13	 0.136
	 0.143	 0.273	 0.137	 0.214	 0.179	 0.113
Q2_B12	 0.169	 0.072	 0.146	 0.105	 0.316
	 0.211	 0.197
Q2_B11	 0.185	 0.020	 -0.012	 0.033	 0.200	 0.206	 0.076
Q2_B10	 0.227
	 0.063	 0.125	 0.118
	 0.230	 0.346	 0.132
Q2_B9	 0.180	 0.050	 0.102	 -0.002	 0.075	 0.125	 0.168
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Q2_B8 0.189 0.021 0.122 0.106 0.070 0.160 0.167
Q2_B7 0.212 0.147 0.066 0.117 0.202 0.166 0.234
Q2_B6 0.226 0.103 0.150 -0.034 0.066 0.064 0.117
Q2_B5 0.162 0.187
-0.052 -0.046 0.226 0.147 0.150
Q2_B4 0.179 0.139 0.124 0.011 0.196 0.019 0.097
Q2_B3 0.175 0.049 0.159 0.086 0.150 0.144 0.157
Q2_B2 0.237 0.119 0.255 0.152 0.190 0.205 0.181
Q2_B1 0.234 0.146 0.262 0.060 0.081 0.230 0.257
Q2_A15 0.321 0.245 0.241 0.120 0.182 0.350 0.160
Q2_A14 0.232 0.041 0.237 0.038 0.115 0.293 0.039
Q2_A13 0.252 0.126 0.167 0.092 0.269 0.337 0.106
Q2_Al2 0.255 0.094 0.212 0.128 0.229 0.285 0.084
Q2_A6 0.144 0.240 0.096 0.056 0.198 0.144 0.197
Q2_A5 0.055 0.167 0.191 0.193 0.044 0.074 0.157
Q2_A11 0.247 0.165 0.127 0.054 0.034 0.227 0.122
Q2_A10 0.273 0.223 0.353 0.205 0.194 0.309 0.119
Q2_A9 0.232 0.130 0.372 0.145 0.110 0.208 0.157
Q2_A8 0.253 0.141 0.260 0.093 0.150 0.329 0.135
Q2_A7 0.070
-0.007 0.332 0.152 0.036 0.173 0.152
Q2_A4 0.099 0.056 0.159 0.156 0.174 0.191 0.039
Q2_A3 0.123 0.136 0.123 -0.014 0.032 0.123 0.123
Q2_A2 0.116 0.168 0.259 0.111 0.156 0.191 0.154
Q2_A1 0.169 0.162 0.349 0.294 0.175 0.181 0.163
Q1_A10 Q1_A9
	 Q1_A8	 Q1_A7	 Q1_A6	 Q1_A5	 Q1_A4
Ql_A10	 0.885
Q1_A9	 0.102	 0.778
Q1_A8	 -0.009	 0.129	 0.882
Q1_A7	 0.073
	 0.012
	 0.227	 1.157
Q1_A6	 0.271
	 0.184
	 0.111	 0.101	 0.958
Q1_A5	 0.087	 0.223	 0.064	 0.083	 0.324	 0.818
Q1_A4	 0.033	 0.097
	 0.317	 0.160	 0.184	 0.060	 0.653
Q1_A3	 -0.009
	 0.031
	 0.151	 0.319	 0.146	 0.041	 0.237
Q1_A2	 0.195	 0.170	 0.218	 0.134
	 0.231	 0.138	 0.345
Ql_Al	 0.009
	 0.150
	 0.204	 0.188	 0.063	 0.098	 0.326
sales_gw	 0.036	 0.076	 0.093	 0.203	 -0.005	 0.076	 0.149
incom_gw	 -0.081	 -0.102	 0.135
	 0.015	 -0.052	 0.011	 0.063
profit	 0.054	 0.070	 0.130	 0.277	 0.029	 0.030	 0.174
Q2_B15	 0.098	 0.130	 0.256
	 0.368	 0.112	 0.117	 0.356
Q2_B14	 0.204	 0.202	 0.313	 0.387	 0.230	 0.106	 0.359
Q2_B13	 0.052	 0.095
	 0.161	 0.358	 0.164	 0.097	 0.334
Q2_B12	 0.040	 0.097	 0.208	 0.275	 0.147	 0.113	 0.310
Q2_B11	 0.043	 0.179	 0.185
	 0.391	 0.146	 0.139	 0.211
Q2_B10	 0.027	 0.187	 0.381	 0.321	 0.255	 0.205	 0.393
Q2_B9	 0.127	 0.163	 0.118	 0.316	 0.134	 0.077	 0.224
Q2_B8	 0.142	 0.110	 0.190
	 0.369	 0.218	 0.156	 0.298
Q2_B7	 0.205	 0.159	 0.252	 0.372	 0.216	 0.176	 0.388
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Q2_B6	 0.135	 0.124	 0.203	 0.319	 0.200	 0.073	 0.348
Q2_B5	 0.102	 0.292	 0.251	 0.301	 0.119	 0.108	 0.270
Q2_B4	 0.145	 0.105	 0.283	 0.327	 -0.006	 0.039	 0.296
Q2_B3	 0.163	 0.236	 0.255
	 0.504	 0.160	 0.243	 0.329
Q2_B2	 0.179	 0.178	 0.262	 0.483	 0.160	 0.198	 0.299
Q2_B1	 0.214	 0.189	 0.199	 0.395	 0.210	 0.159	 0.290
Q2_A15	 0.103	 0.175	 0.177	 0.343	 0.225	 0.297	 0.307
Q2_A14	 -0.025	 0.090	 0.138	 0.505	 0.165	 0.152
	 0.297
Q2_A13	 -0.006	 0.148	 0.265	 0.406	 0.184	 0.207	 0.282
Q2_Al2	 0.024	 0.092	 0.244	 0.350	 0.153	 0.179	 0.287
Q2_A6	 0.127	 0.202	 0.251	 0.321	 0.177	 0.122	 0.205
Q2_A5	 0.220	 0.227	 0.141	 0.348	 0.291	 0.161	 0.313
Q2_A11	 0.022	 0.075	 0.071	 0.347	 0.161
	 0.179	 0.217
Q2_A10	 0.090	 0.076	 0.223	 0.471	 0.162	 0.176	 0.309
Q2_A9	 0.102	 0.005	 0.191	 0.334	 0.113	 0.066	 0.298
Q2_A8	 0.005	 0.175	 0.203	 0.374	 0.168	 0.207	 0.255
Q2_A7	 0.082	 0.019	 0.002	 0.125	 0.260	 0.193	 0.134
Q2_A4	 0.019	 0.085	 0.223	 0.379	 0.222	 0.297	 0.305
Q2_A3	 0.097	 0.114	 0.096	 0.363	 0.085	 0.076	 0.125
Q2_A2	 0.022	 0.113	 0.158	 0.366	 0.142	 0.079	 0.280
Q2_A1	 0.167	 0.083	 0.243
	 0.285	 0.278	 0.050	 0.387
Q1_A3	 Q1_A2	 Ql_Al	 sales_gw incom_gw profit
	 Q2_B15
Q1_A3	 0.762
Q1_A2	 0.241	 0.804
Ql_Al	 0.320	 0.280	 0.724
sales_gw	 0.250	 0.187	 0.199
	 0.789
incom_gw	 0.137	 0.132	 0.080	 0.357
	 1.062
profit	 0.176	 0.207	 0.158	 0.454	 0.357	 0.750
Q2_B15	 0.250	 0.316	 0.235	 0.301	 0.156
	 0.437	 0.854
Q2_B14	 0.279	 0.373	 0.332	 0.344	 0.184	 0.466	 0.559
Q2_B13	 0.361	 0.329	 0.350
	 0.444	 0.202	 0.452	 0.519
Q2_B12	 0.249	 0.282	 0.229	 0.198
	 0.143	 0.265	 0.484
Q2_B11	 0.269	 0.220	 0.258
	 0.234	 0.053	 0.303	 0.355
Q2_B10	 0.268	 0.324	 0.274	 0.175	 0.130	 0.246
	 0.466
Q2_B9	 0.086	 0.186	 0.153	 0.234	 0.020	 0.331	 0.410
Q2_B8	 0.176	 0.244	 0.180	 0.249	 0.072	 0.262	 0.422
Q2_B7	 0.210	 0.285	 0.266	 0.277
	 -0.004	 0.258	 0.391
Q2_B6	 0.171	 0.258
	 0.250	 0.247	 0.081	 0.320	 0.453
Q2_B5	 0.138	 0.274	 0.218	 0.249	 -0.041	 0.228	 0.355
Q2_B4	 0.175	 0.266
	 0.212	 0.324	 0.144	 0.408
	 0.504
Q2_B3	 0.263	 0.252	 0.232
	 0.312	 0.016	 0.336	 0.527
Q2_B2	 0.270	 0.265	 0.278	 0.328	 0.099	 0.380	 0.512
Q2_B1	 0.204	 0.333	 0.271	 0.341	 0.131	 0.350
	 0.453
Q2_A15	 0.292	 0.364	 0.315	 0.191	 0.031	 0.213	 0.439
Q2_A14	 0.356	 0.295	 0.286	 0.303
	 0.200	 0.324	 0.417
Q2_A13	 0.359	 0.229	 0.311	 0.164	 0.077	 0.235	 0.467
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Q2_Al2	 0.279	 0.169	 0.319	 0.182	 0.103	 0.216	 0.435
Q2_A6	 0.211	 0.310	 0.189	 0.262	 0.139	 0.321	 0.414
Q2_A5	 0.332	 0.308	 0.315	 0.335	 0.066	 0.252	 0.302
Q2_A11	 0.287	 0.236	 0.253	 0.159	 0.052	 0.201	 0.346
Q2_A10	 0.360	 0.288	 0.342	 0.351	 0.112	 0.348	 0.579
Q2_A9	 0.269	 0.204	 0.278	 0.236	 0.102	 0.235	 0.442
Q2_A8	 0.224	 0.163	 0.237	 0.257	 0.108	 0.238	 0.428
Q2_A7	 0.263	 0.116	 0.132	 0.153	 0.100	 0.118	 0.164
Q2_A4	 0.306	 0.257	 0.365	 0.299	 0.145	 0.373
	 0.342
Q2_A3	 0.276	 0.191	 0.239	 0.311	 0.099	 0.226	 0.297
Q2_A2	 0.374	 0.293	 0.347	 0.415	 0.096	 0.379	 0.452
Q2_A1	 0.364	 0.310	 0.371	 0.333	 0.177	 0.472	 0.437
Q2_B14 Q2_B13 Q2_B12 Q2_B11 Q2_B10 Q2_B9
	 Q2_B8
Q2_B14	 0.932
Q2_B13	 0.525	 0.894
Q2_B12	 0.439	 0.407	 0.716
Q2_B11	 0.376	 0.499	 0.394	 0.799
Q2_B10	 0.402	 0.481	 0.501	 0.513	 0.944
Q2_B9	 0.446	 0.362	 0.306	 0.296	 0.311	 0.774
Q2_B8	 0.477	 0.437	 0.386	 0.301	 0.448
	 0.597	 0.921
Q2_B7	 0.539	 0.445	 0.415	 0.448	 0.498
	 0.563	 0.681
Q2_B6	 0.444	 0.488	 0.358	 0.382	 0.423
	 0.557	 0.661
Q2_B5	 0.433	 0.380	 0.355	 0.450	 0.419
	 0.467	 0.418
Q2_B4	 0.494	 0.468	 0.326	 0.295	 0.339	 0.449	 0.513
Q2_B3	 0.521	 0.470	 0.432	 0.454	 0.548
	 0.470	 0.590
Q2_B2	 0.512	 0.453	 0.395	 0.359	 0.477
	 0.397	 0.576
Q2_B1	 0.581	 0.491	 0.379	 0.375	 0.467
	 0.539
	 0.643
Q2_A15	 0.366	 0.483	 0.368	 0.418	 0.498
	 0.334
	 0.400
Q2_A14	 0.394	 0.472	 0.376	 0.417	 0.494
	 0.466	 0.511
Q2_A13	 0.486	 0.473	 0.399	 0.490	 0.552	 0.296	 0.374
Q2_Al2	 0.452	 0.392	 0.325	 0.323	 0.430
	 0.302
	 0.419
Q2_A6	 0.471	 0.383	 0.320	 0.340	 0.378
	 0.386	 0.387
Q2_A5	 0.441	 0.480	 0.242	 0.310	 0.421
	 0.275	 0.439
Q2_A11	 0.344	 0.395	 0.256	 0.345	 0.348	 0.371	 0.410
Q2_A10	 0.536	 0.576	 0.396	 0.385	 0.489
	 0.356	 0.525
Q2_A9	 0.397	 0.448	 0.323	 0.265	 0.346	 0.357	 0.492
Q2_A8	 0.479	 0.436	 0.381	 0.333	 0.461
	 0.426	 0.551
Q2_A7	 0.212	 0.211	 0.345
	 0.169	 0.321	 0.106	 0.212
Q2_A4	 0.492	 0.437	 0.303	 0.421	 0.414
	 0.306	 0.418
Q2_A3	 0.351	 0.347	 0.210	 0.302	 0.242
	 0.310	 0.377
Q2_A2	 0.413	 0.565	 0.317	 0.331	 0.340	 0.305
	 0.316
Q2_A1	 0.533	 0.549	 0.341	 0.398	 0.488	 0.303	 0.364
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Q2_B7
	 Q2_B6
	 Q2_B5
	 Q2_B4
	 Q2_B3	 Q2_B2	 Q2_B1
--------------------------------------------------------
Q2_B7
	 1.001
Q2_B6	 0.686
	 1.006
Q2_B5	 0.525
	 0.471
	 0.915
Q2_B4	 0.519
	 0.639
	 0.464
	 1.004
Q2_B3
	 0.588
	 0.687
	 0.504
	 0.674	 1.322
Q2_B2
	 0.556
	 0.593
	 0.410
	 0.581
	 0.839	 1.061
Q2_B1	 0.635
	 0.668	 0.438
	 0.550	 0.684	 0.705	 1.042
Q2_A15	 0.489
	 0.441	 0.416
	 0.359	 0.547	 0.552	 0.459
Q2_A14	 0.526	 0.479
	 0.337
	 0.384	 0.516	 0.481	 0.472
Q2_A13	 0.430	 0.385
	 0.348
	 0.330	 0.452	 0.526	 0.471
Q2_Al2	 0.395	 0.334
	 0.210
	 0.266
	 0.441	 0.495	 0.420
Q2_A6
	 0.429	 0.462
	 0.263	 0.357	 0.397
	 0.369	 0.423
Q2_A5	 0.461	 0.494
	 0.226
	 0.319
	 0.490	 0.478	 0.497
Q2_A11	 0.434	 0.438
	 0.252
	 0.185	 0.373	 0.347	 0.452
Q2_A10	 0.500	 0.475
	 0.263
	 0.399	 0.504	 0.583	 0.565
Q2_A9
	 0.466	 0.413
	 0.209
	 0.359
	 0.428	 0.511	 0.514
Q2_A8	 0.507	 0.378	 0.275	 0.318	 0.512
	 0.563	 0.554
Q2_A7	 0.267	 0.149
	 0.000
	
-0.021
	 0.265	 0.231
	 0.246
Q2_A4
	 0.508	 0.367
	 0.232	 0.234	 0.400	 0.446	 0.367
Q2_A3	 0.319
	 0.355
	 0.234
	 0.365
	 0.414	 0.343	 0.420
Q2_A2
	 0.361
	 0.364
	 0.280
	 0.394
	 0.341	 0.410
	 0.378
Q2_A1
	 0.438
	 0.437	 0.167	 0.329	 0.301
	 0.439	 0.415
Q2_A15 Q2_A14 Q2_A13 Q2_Al2 Q2_A6
	 Q2_A5	 Q2_A11
Q2_A15	 0.946
Q2_A14	 0.629	 1.185
Q2_A13	 0.683
	 0.610
	 1.127
Q2_Al2	 0.541
	 0.532	 0.730	 0.878
Q2_A6	 0.423	 0.496
	 0.540
	 0.448
	 1.210
Q2_A5
	 0.475
	 0.546
	 0.613
	 0.533	 0.604	 1.304
Q2_A11	 0.475
	 0.563	 0.572	 0.487	 0.575	 0.610
	 0.989
Q2_A10	 0.640
	 0.673
	 0.795
	 0.730
	 0.698
	 0.795	 0.741
Q2_A9	 0.487
	 0.509	 0.518	 0.565
	 0.430	 0.484	 0.492
Q2_A8
	 0.502	 0.566	 0.653	 0.671
	 0.549	 0.450	 0.528
Q2_A7
	 0.272	 0.177	 0.383
	 0.410	 0.336
	 0.426	 0.369
Q2_A4	 0.554	 0.621	 0.705	 0.652	 0.589	 0.794	 0.615
Q2_A3	 0.420	 0.422	 0.472	 0.378	 0.557	 0.567	 0.446
Q2_A2	 0.513	 0.537	 0.574	 0.451	 0.534	 0.591	 0.488
Q2_A1	 0.446	 0.525	 0.590
	 0.573	 0.616	 0.762	 0.523
Q2_A10 Q2_A9	 Q2_A8	 Q2_A7
	 Q2_A4	 Q2_A3	 Q2_A2
Q2_A10	 1.331
Q2_A9
	 0.755	 1.107
Q2_A8	 0.817	 0.697	 1.128
Q2_A7	 0.547
	 0.503	 0.544	 1.283
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Q2_Al
Q2_A1	 1.295
Regression Weights: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Q2_A4	 0.773
	 0.456
	 0.576	 0.464	 1.232
Q2_A3	 0.536	 0.470	 0.417	 0.127	 0.456	 0.912
02_A2	 0.701
	 0.503	 0.513	 0.247	 0.594	 0.603	 1.075
Q2_A1	 0.791	 0.578	 0.509	 0.520	 0.807	 0.456	 0.615
Performance <- IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_	 2.801	 1.076	 2.604
TAISP <---- IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1
	 4.452	 1.665	 2.673
IA1SP <---- IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1 	 4.277	 1.606	 2.664
OAISP <---- IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1 	 4.799	 1.795	 2.673
DC < 	  1S_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1	 4.774	 1.797	 2.656
OIQ < 	  IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1	 2.698	 1.082	 2.495
ISIG < 	  IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1	 4.967	 1.858	 2.673
SG < 	  IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1	 2.757	 1.060	 2.601
SSC < 	  IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1	 1.496	 0.653	 2.290
CSO < 	  IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1	 1.000
Q2_A1 < 	  DC	 1.000
Q2_A2 < 	  DC	 0.912	 0.094	 9.743
Q2_A3 < 	  DC	 0.758	 0.085	 8.913
02_A4 < 	  DC	 0.988	 0.100	 9.845
Q2_A7 < 	  01Q	 1.000
Q2_A8 < 	  01Q	 1.780	 0.299	 5.952
Q2_A9 < 	  01Q	 1.643	 0.282	 5.831
Q2_A10 < 	  01Q	 2.101	 0.345	 6.080
Q2_A11 < 	  01Q	 1.537	 0.264	 5.813
Q2_A5 < 	  DC	 0.966	 0.103	 9.418
Q2_A6 <
	
 DC	 0.899	 0.098	 9.143
Q2_Al2 < 	  OIQ	 1.642	 0.273	 6.022
02_A13 < 	  ISIG	 1.000
02_A14 < 	  ISIG	 0.957	 0.086	 11.123
02_A15 <
	
 ISIG	 0.930	 - 0.077	 12.118
Q2_B1 < 	  OAISP	 1.000
Q2_B2 <
	
 OAISP	 1.001	 0.084	 11.952
Q2_B3 < 	  OAISP	 1.007	 0.094	 10.731
Q2_B4 < 	  OAISP	 0.806	 0.082	 9.833
Q2_B5 <
	
 OAISP	 0.703	 0.078	 8.962
Q2_B6 < 	  OAISP	 0.925	 0.082	 11.324
Q2_B7 < 	  OAISP	 0.974	 0.081	 11.980
Q2_B8 < 	  OAISP	 0.918	 0.078	 11.761
Q2_B9 <
	
 OAISP	 0.758	 0.072	 10.554
Q2_B10 < 	  IAISP	 1.000
a,'
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Q2_B11 < 	 IAISP 0.844 0.086 9.790
Q2_B12 <
	 IAISP 0.834 0.082 10.189
Q2_B13 <
	 TAISP 1.000
Q2_B14 < 	 TAISP 1.018 0.084 12.060
Q2_B15 <
	 TAISP 0.959 0.081 11.850
profit <
	 Performance 1.000
incom_gw <
	 Performance 0.665 0.097 6.844
sales_gw <
	 Performance 0.900 0.093 9.685
Ql_Al < 	 SG 1.000
Q1_A2 < 	 SG 1.000 0.156 6.403
Q1_A3 < 	 SG 0.963 0.152 6.352
Q1_A4 < 	 SG 1.071 0.150 7.164
Q1_A5 < 	 SSC 1.000
Q1_A6 <
	 SSC 1.176 0.371 3.170
Q1_A7 < 	 SSC 2.325 0.596 3.904
Q1_A8 < 	 SSC 1.438 0.408 3.521
QI_A9 < 	 SSC 0.928 0.314 2.957
Ql_A10 < 	 CSO 1.000
Ql_All < 	 CSO 1.589 0.690 2.302
Q1_Al2 < 	 CSO 2.064 0.816 2.531
Q1_A13 < 	 CSO 1.824 0.745 2.448
Q1_A14 < 	 CSO 1.200 0.563 2.133
Q1_A15 < 	 CSO 1.988 0.813 2.446
Q1_A16 < 	 CSO 1.358 0.628 2.163
Q1_A17 < 	 CSO 1.982 0.788 2.517
Standardized Regression Weights: Estimate
Performance <-	 IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_ 0.598
TAISP <---- IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1 1.000
IAISP <----	 IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1 1.000
OAISP <---- IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1 1.000
DC < 	  IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1 1.000
OIQ < 	  IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1 1.000
ISIG < 	  IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1 1.000
SG < 	  IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1 1.000
SSC < 	
 IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1 1.000
CSO < 	  IS_BSC_Strategic Fit_Fx1 1.000
Q2_A1 <
	  DC 0.644
Q2_A2 < 	
 DC 0.645
Q2_A3 < 	  DC 0.582
Q2_A4 < 	
 DC 0.653
Q2_A7 < 	  OIQ 0.366
Q2_A8 < 	
 OIQ 0.695
Q2_A9 < 	
 OIQ 0.647
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Q2_A10 <
	
 OIQ	 0.755
Q2_A11 < 	
 OIQ	 0.640
Q2_A5 < 	
 DC	 0.620
Q2_A6 < 	
 DC	 0.599
Q2_Al2 < 	
 01Q	 0.726
Q2_A13 < 	
 ISIG
	 0.719
Q2_A14 < 	
 ISIG
	 0.671
Q2_A15 < 	
 ISIG	 0.729
Q2_B1 < 	
 OAISP	 0.722
Q2_B2 < 	
 OAISP	 0.716
Q2_B3 < 	
 OAISP	 0.646
Q2_B4 < 	
 OAISP	 0.593
Q2_B5 < 	
 OAISP	 0.542
Q2_B6 < 	
 OAISP	 0.680
Q2_B7 < 	
 OAISP	 0.718
02_B8 < 	
 OAISP	 0.705
Q2_B9 < 	
 OAISP	 0.635
Q2_B10 < 	
 IAISP	 0.676
Q2_B11 < 	
 IAISP	 0.620
Q2_B12 < 	
 IAISP	 0.648
Q2_B13 < 	
 TAISP	 0.723
Q2_B14 < 	
 TAISP	 0.722
Q2_B15 < 	
 TAISP	 0.709
profit < 	
 Performance	 0.831
incom_gw < 	
 Performance
	 0.465
sales_gw < 	
 Performance	 0.729
Ql_Al < 	
 SG
	 0.498
Q1_A2 < 	
 SG	 0.472
Q1_A3 < 	
 SG	 0.467
QI_A4 < 	
 SG	 0.562
Q1_A5 < 	
 SSC	 0.254
Q1_A6 < 	
 SSC	 0.276
Q1_A7 < 	
 SSC	 0.497
Q1_A8 < 	
 SSC	 0.352
Q1_A9 < 	
 SSC	 0.242
Ql_A10 < 	
 CSO	 0.163
Ql_All < 	
 CSO	 0.258
Q1_Al2 < 	
 CSO	 0.400
Q1_A13 < 	  CSO	 0.331
Q1_A14 < 	  CSO	 0.207
QI_A15 < 	  CSO	 0.330
Q1_A16 < 	  CSO	 0.215
Q1_A17 < 	  CSO	 0.386
Appendix 23	 528
Squared Multiple Correlations: Estimate
Performance 0.357
Ql_A17 0.149
Ql_A16 0.046
Ql_A15 0.109
Q1_A14 0.043
Q1_A13 0.110
Ql_Al2 0.160
Ql_All 0.067
Ql_A10 0.027
Ql_A9 0.058
Ql_A8 0.124
Q1_A7 0.247
Q1_A6 0.076
Q1_A5 0.065
Ql_A4 0.316
Ql_A3 0.218
Q1_A2 0.223
Ql_Al 0.248
sales_gw 0.532
incom_gw 0.216
profit 0.691
Q2_B15 0.503
Q2_B14 0.521
Q2_B13 0.523
Q2_B12 0.419
Q2_B11 0.385
Q2_B10 0.457
Q2_B9 0.404
Q2_B8 0.497
Q2_B7 0.515
Q2_B6 0.462
Q2_B5 0.294
Q2_B4 0.352
Q2_B3 0.417
Q2_B2 0.513
Q2_B1 0.521
Q2_A15 0.532
Q2_A14 0.450
Q2_A13 0.517
Q2_Al2 0.527
Q2_A6 0.359
Q2_A5 0.384
Q2_A11 0.410
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Q2_A10
	
0.570
Q2_A9
	
0.419
Q2_A8	 0.483
Q2_A7	 0.134
Q2_A4	 0.426
Q2_A3
	
0.339
Q2_A2
	
0.416
Q2_Al
	
0.415
Standardized Direct Effects
IS_BSC_S CSO	 SSC	 SG	 Performa TAISP	 IAISP
CSO	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SSC	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SG	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Performan	 0.598	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
TAISP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IAISP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OAISP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
1SIG	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
OIQ	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
DC	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A17	 0.000	 0.386	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A16	 0.000	 0.215	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A15	 0.000	 0.330	 0.000
	 0.000
	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A14	 0.000	 0.207	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000 	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_A13	 0.000	 0.331	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_Al2	 0.000	 0.400	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_All	 0.000	 0.258	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_A10	 0.000	 0.163	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.242
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.352	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.497	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.276	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.254	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.562	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.467
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.472	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_Al	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.498	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
sales_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.729	 0.000	 0.000
incom_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.465	 0.000	 0.000
profit	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.831	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B15
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.709	 0.000
Q2_B14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.722	 0.000
Q2_B13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.723	 0.000
Q2_B12	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.648
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Q2_B11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.620
Q2_B10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.676
Q2_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
OAISP
	 ISIG	 OIQ	 DC
CSO	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
SSC	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SG	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Performan	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
TAISP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IAISP	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
OAISP	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
IS1G	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
OIQ	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
DC	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_A17	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A16	 0.000
	 0.000
	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_A15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_Al2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_All	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
QI_A10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
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Q1_A8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_Al 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
sales_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
incom_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
profit 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B9 0.635 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B8 0.705 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B7 0.718 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B6 0.680 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B5 0.542 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B4 0.593 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B3 0.646 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B2 0.716 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B1 0.722 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A15 0.000 0.729 0.000 0.000
Q2_A14 0.000 0.671 0.000 0.000
Q2_A13 0.000 0.719 0.000 0.000
Q2_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.726 0.000
Q2_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.599
Q2_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.620
Q2_A11 0.000 0.000 0.640 0.000
Q2_A10 0.000 0.000 0.755 0.000
Q2_A9 0.000 0.000 0.647 0.000
Q2_A8 0.000 0.000 0.695 0.000
Q2_A7 0.000 0.000 0.366 0.000
Q2_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.653
Q2_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.582
Q2_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.645
Q2_A1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.644
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Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 101	 4642.676 1174
	
0.000	 3.955
	
Saturated model	 1275	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model	 50	 9576.554 1225
	
0.000	 7.818
Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model
	
0.083
	
0.538
	
0.498
	
0.495
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.320
	
0.157
	
0.123	 0.151
	
DELTA1	 RHO1	 DELTA2
	 RHO2
Model
	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model
	
0.515
	
0.494
	
0.587
	
0.567
	
0.585
	
Saturated model
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 PRATIO
	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.958
	
0.494
	
0.560
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 NCP	 LO 90
	 HI 90
	
Default model	 3468.676	 3262.813	 3681.968
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
	
Independence model
	 8351.554	 8043.381	 8666.292
Model	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90	 HI 90
Default model
Saturated model
Independence model
16.761
0.000
34.572
12.522
0.000
30.150
11.779
0.000
29.037
13.292
0.000
31.286
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Model	 RMSEA	 DO 90	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
Default model
Independence model
0.103	 0.100
0.157	 0.154
0.106
	
0.000
0.160	 0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model	 4844.676	 4890.260	 5606.180	 5312.066
	
Saturated model	 2550.000	 3125.442	 12163.046	 8450.217
	
Independence model	 9676.554	 9699.120	 10053.536	 9907.935
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90	 HI 90
	 MECVI
Default model
Saturated model
Independence model
17.490
9.206
34.933
16.747
9.206
33.821
18.260
9.206
36.070
17.654
11.283
35.015
	
HOELTER	 HOELTER
Model	 .05	 .01
	
Default model	 75	 77
	
Independence model	 38	 39
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Effects of the Strategic Fit Fx2
on
Business Performance
Sample size:	 278
Chi-square = 5339.109
Degrees of freedom = 1076
Probability level = 0.000
Sample Covariances
Ql_B15 Q1_B14 Ql_B13 Ql_B12 Ql_Bll
	 Ql_B10 Ql_B9
Ql_B15
	
1.462
Ql_B14	 0.609	 0.907
Ql_B13	 0.538	 0.438	 0.998
Ql_B12	 0.498	 0.157	 0.489	 1.003
Ql_Bll	 0.290	 0.214	 0.435	 0.554	 1.076
Ql_B10	 0.488	 0.336	 0.433	 0.641	 0.702	 1.093
Ql_B9	 0.483	 0.343	 0.500	 0.565	 0.629	 0.608
	 1.059
Ql_B8	 0.531	 0.289	 0.427	 0.522	 0.58*	 0.516
	 0.698
Q1_B7	 0.397	 0.271	 0.396	 0.517
	 0.584	 0.587	 0.687
Q1_B6	 0.276	 0.352	 0.366
	 0.520	 0.595	 0.668	 0.721
Ql_B5	 0.143	 0.214	 0.326	 0.521	 0.595	 0.671
	 0.528
Ql_B4	 0.276	 0.376	 0.343
	 0.324	 0.331	 0.267	 0.496
Ql_B3	 0.568	 0.310	 0.564	 0.625	 0.453
	 0.471	 0.666
Q1_B2	 0.468	 0.304	 0.560
	 0.505	 0.426	 0.354	 0.529
Ql_B1	 0.421
	 0.289
	 0.436	 0.552	 0.469	 0.406
	 0.511
sales_gw
	 0.240	 0.264	 0.246	 0.234
	 0.180	 0.201	 0.104
incom_gw
	 0.174	 0.184	 0.150
	 0.128	 0.084
	 0.040	 0.043
profit
	 0.338	 0.246	 0.324	 0.189	 0.266	 0.238	 0.181
Q2_B15	 0.545	 0.373	 0.437	 0.364	 0.412
	 0.379
	 0.480
Q2_B14	 0.571	 0.427	 0.383	 0.405	 0.419	 0.470	 0.397
Q2_B13	 0.425	 0.341	 0.388	 0.451
	 0.406	 0.403	 0.440
Q2_B12	 0.504	 0.282	 0.372	 0.394	 0.383
	 0.415	 0.395
Q2_B11
	 0.495	 0.214	 0.467	 0.441
	 0.460	 0.514	 0.502
Q2_B10
	
0.597	 0.282	 0.529	 0.628	 0.528	 0.593	 0.534
Q2_B9	 0.322	 0.151	 0.225	 0.214	 0.336
	 0.309	 0.293
Q2_B8	 0.472	 0.230	 0.256	 0.320	 0.329	 0.310	 0.348
Q2_B7	 0.657	 0.304	 0.342	 0.435
	 0.411
	 0.464	 0.423
Q2_B6	 0.430	 0.265	 0.323	 0.276
	 0.361
	 0.364	 0.419
Q2_B5	 0.423	 0.302	 0.274	 0.252	 0.437	 0.495	 0.396
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Q2_B4	 0.306	 0.276	 0.238	 0.278	 0.489	 0.375	 0.363
Q2_B3	 0.414	 0.387	 0.494	 0.518	 0.559	 0.628	 0.596
Q2_B2	 0.449	 0.388	 0.492	 0.432	 0.503	 0.520	 0.534
Q2_B1	 0.373	 0.297	 0.352	 0.398	 0.519	 0.508	 0.419
Q2_A15
	
0.467	 0.223	 0.366	 0.525	 0.485	 0.526	 0.572
Q2_A14	 0.435	 0.106	 0.297	 0.472	 0.443	 0.421	 0.492
Q2_A13	 0.571	 0.187	 0.391	 0.570	 0.501	 0.575	 0.524
Q2_Al2	 0.514	 0.245	 0.386	 0.488	 0.407	 0.444	 0.421
Q2_A6	 0.534	 0.149	 0.241	 0.389	 0.251	 0.333	 0.327
Q2_A5	 0.571	 0.191	 0.344	 0.558	 0.376	 0.369	 0.413
Q2_A11	 0.496	 0.128	 0.295	 0.339	 0.237	 0.374	 0.407
Q2_A10	 0.644	 0.248	 0.374	 0.496	 0.338	 0.371	 0.486
Q2_A9	 0.430	 0.223	 0.317	 0.395	 0.270	 0.322	 0.308
Q2_A8	 0.416	 0.175	 0.319	 0.450	 0.376	 0.369	 0.421
Q2_A7	 0.294	 -0.005	 0.326	 0.361	 0.064	 0.160	 0.186
Q2_A4	 0.746	 0.181	 0.384	 0.542	 0.232	 0.394	 0.287
Q2_A3	 0.349	 0.080	 0.136	 0.343	 0.344	 0.326	 0.321
Q2_A2	 0.382	 0.151	 0.235	 0.403	 0.414	 0.296	 0.301
Q2_A1	 0.712	 0.357	 0.508	 0.485	 0.305	 0.428	 0.407
Q1_B8	 Q1_B7	 Q1_B6	 Q1_B5	 Q1_B4	 Q1_B3	 Q1_B2
Q1_B8	 1.051
Q1_B7	 0.725	 1.071
Q1_B6	 0.710	 0.806	 1.174
Q1_B5	 0.519	 0.620	 0.685	 0.990
Q1_B4	 0.464	 0.349	 0.412	 0.375	 0.841
Q1_B3	 0.633	 0.553	 0.532	 0.462	 0.494.
	1.282
Q1_B2	 0.504	 0.448	 0.435	 0.343	 0.442
	 0.854	 1.176
Q1_B1	 0.504	 0.459	 0.420	 0.426	 0.395	 0.725	 0.844
sales_gw	 0.064	 0.106	 0.051	 0.084	 0.096	 0.081
	 0.092
incom_gw	 0.020	 -0.018	 0.032	 0.026	 0.137	 -0.034	 0.079
profit	 0.087	 0.159	 0.098	 0.079	 0.145	 0.227	 0.334
Q2_B15	 0.379	 0.395	 0.334	 0.162
	 0.306	 0.389	 0.404
Q2_B14	 0.319	 0.284	 0.289	 0.252	 0.357	 0.419	 0.392
Q2_B13	 0.259	 0.312	 0.314	 0.235	 0.274
	 0.371	 0.355
Q2_B12	 0.357	 0.288	 0.272	 0.220	 0.233	 0.394	 0.316
Q2_B11	 0.338	 0.422	 0.352	 0.349	 0.231	 0.425	 0.397
Q2_B10	 0.528	 0.464	 0.432	 0.449	 0.312
	 0.547	 0.504
Q2_B9	 0.257	 0.289	 0.285	 0.167	 0.224	 0.299	 0.371
Q2_B8	 0.361	 0.272	 0.297	 0.160	 0.307	 0.441	 0.466
Q2_B7	 0.435	 0.378	 0.369	 0.195	 0.307	 0.506	 0.464
Q2_B6	 0.358	 0.381	 0.426	 0.194	 0.280	 0.499	 0.439
Q2_B5	 0.371	 0.419	 0.378	 0.313	 0.206	 0.251	 0.231
Q2_B4	 0.367	 0.434	 0.428	 0.160	 0.254	 0.308
	 0.291
Q2_B3	 0.406	 0.477	 0.621	 0.418
	 0.329	 0.703	 0.492
Q2_B2	 0.442	 0.437	 0.453	 0.336
	 0.335	 0.611	 0.535
Appendix 24	 536
Q2_B1	 0.348	 0.371
	 0.401	 0.338	 0.366	 0.471	 0.482
Q2_A15	 0.396	 0.462
	 0.500	 0.396	 0.236	 0.490	 0.443
Q2_A14	 0.359	 0.355	 0.377	 0.335
	 0.317	 0.442	 0.452
Q2_A13	 0.462	 0.444
	 0.440	 0.415	 0.235	 0.479	 0.428
Q2_Al2	 0.307	 0.344	 0.355
	 0.310	 0.256	 0.415	 0.366
Q2_A6	 0.267	 0.271	 0.257	 0.206
	 0.186	 0.307	 0.234
Q2_A5	 0.368	 0.331	 0.310	 0.334	 0.208	 0.602	 0.497
Q2_A11
	 0.230	 0.310	 0.288
	 0.162	 0.135	 0.297
	 0.323
Q2_A10	 0.324	 0.342	 0.281
	 0.169
	 0.223
	 0.424
	 0.453
Q2_A9	 0.213	 0.332	 0.229	 0.117	 0.248	 0.377	 0.351
Q2_A8	 0.286	 0.282	 0.259	 0.222	 0.298	 0.425	 0.386
Q2_A7	 0.107	 -0.044	 -0.055	 0.026
	 -0.055
	 0.297
	 0.138
Q2_A4	 0.234	 0.276	 0.241
	 0.180	 0.100	 0.478
	 0.466
Q2_A3	 0.206	 0.363	 0.307	 0.282
	 0.140
	 0.256	 0.169
Q2_A2	 0.209	 0.286	 0.191
	 0.125
	 0.061	 0.231	 0.299
Q2_A1
	 0.294	 0.304	 0.284	 0.311
	 0.220
	 0.467	 0.493
Ql_B1	 sales_gw incom_gw profit
	 Q2_B15 Q2_B14 Q2_B13
Ql_B1
	 1.185
sales_gw	 0.121	 0.789
incom_gw	 -0.010	 0.357	 1.062
profit	 0.229	 0.454	 0.357
	 0.750
Q2_B15	 0.338	 0.301	 0.156
	 0.437	 0.854
Q2_B14	 0.411	 0.344	 0.184	 0.466	 0.559
	 0.932
Q2_B13	 0.413	 0.444	 0.202	 0.452	 0.519
	 0.525	 0.894
Q2_B12	 0.355
	 0.198	 0.143	 0.265
	 0.484	 0.439	 0.407
Q2_B11	 0.358	 0.234
	 0.053	 0.303
	 0.355	 0.376	 0.499
Q2_B10	 0.492	 0.175	 0.130	 0.246
	 0.466
	 0.402	 0.481
Q2_B9
	 0.393	 0.234	 0.020	 0.331	 0.410
	 0.446	 0.362
Q2_B8	 0.491	 0.249
	 0.072	 0.262
	 0.422	 0.477	 0.437
Q2_B7	 0.449	 0.277	 -0.004	 0.258	 0.391	 0.539
	 0.445
Q2_B6	 0.386
	 0.247	 0.081
	 0.320	 0.453	 0.444	 0.488
Q2_B5
	
0.326
	 0.249	 -0.041
	 0.228	 0.355	 0.433	 0.380
Q2_B4	 0.249	 0.324	 0.144	 0.408	 0.504	 0.494	 0.468
Q2_B3
	 0.389	 0.312	 0.016
	 0.336	 0.527	 0.521
	 0.470
Q2_B2
	 0.430	 0.328
	 0.099	 0.380
	 0.512	 0.512	 0.453
Q2_B1
	 0.415	 0.341	 0.131	 0.350	 0.453
	 0.581	 0.491
Q2_A15	 0.463	 0.191	 0.031	 0.213	 0.439	 0.366	 0.483
Q2_A14	 0.440	 0.303
	 0.200	 0.324	 0.417
	 0.394	 0.472
Q2_A13	 0.483	 0.164	 0.077	 0.235	 0.467	 0.486	 0.473
Q2_Al2	 0.410	 0.182	 0.103
	 0.216	 0.435	 0.452	 0.392
Q2_A6
	 0.203	 0.262	 0.139	 0.321	 0.414	 0.471	 0.383
Q2_A5	 0.515	 0.335	 0.066
	 0.252
	 0.302	 0.441	 0.480
Q2_A11	 0.344	 0.159	 0.052
	 0.201	 0.346	 0.344	 0.395
Q2_A10	 0.489	 0.351	 0.112
	 0.348	 0.579	 0.536	 0.576
Q2_A9
	 0.337	 0.236	 0.102
	 0.235
	 0.442	 0.397	 0.448
Q2_A8
	 0.411
	 0.257	 0.108	 0.238
	 0.428	 0.479	 0.436
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Q2_A7	 0.239	 0.153	 0.100	 0.118	 0.164	 0.212	 0.211
Q2_A4	 0.511	 0.299	 0.145	 0.373	 0.342	 0.492	 0.437
Q2_A3	 0.169	 0.311	 0.099	 0.226	 0.297	 0.351	 0.347
Q2_A2	 0.372	 0.415	 0.096	 0.379	 0.452	 0.413	 0.565
Q2_A1	 0.493	 0.333	 0.177	 0.472	 0.437	 0.533	 0.549
Q2_B12 Q2_B11 • Q2_B10 Q2_B9	 Q2_B8	 Q2_B7	 Q2_B6
Q2_B12	 0.716
Q2_B11	 0.394	 0.799
Q2_B10	 0.501	 0.513	 0.944
Q2_B9	 0.306	 0.296	 0.311	 0.774
Q2_B8	 0.386	 0.301	 0.448	 0.597	 0.921
Q2_B7	 0.415	 0.448	 0.498	 0.563
	 0.681	 1.001
Q2_B6	 0.358	 0.382	 0.423	 0.557	 0.661	 0.686
	 1.006
Q2_B5	 0.355	 0.450	 0.419	 0.467	 0.418	 0.525
	 0.471
Q2_B4	 0.326	 0.295	 0.339	 0.449	 0.513	 0.519	 0.639
Q2_B3	 0.432	 0.454	 0.548	 0.470	 0.590	 0.588	 0.687
Q2_B2	 0.395	 0.359	 0.477	 0.397	 0.576
	 0.556	 0.593
Q2_B1	 0.379	 0.375	 0.467	 0.539	 0.643
	 0.635	 0.668
Q2_A15	 0.368	 0.418	 0.498	 0.334	 0.400	 0.489
	 0.441
Q2_A14	 0.376	 0.417	 0.494	 0.466	 0.511	 0.526	 0.479
Q2_A13	 0.399	 0.490	 0.552	 0.296	 0.374	 0.430	 0.385
Q2_Al2	 0.325	 0.323	 0.430
	 0.302	 0.419	 0.395	 0.334
Q2_A6	 0.320	 0.340	 0.378	 0.386	 0.387	 0.429	 0.462
Q2_A5	 0.242	 0.310	 0.421	 0.275	 0.439	 0.461
	 0.494
Q2_A11	 0.256	 0.345	 0.348	 0.371	 0.410	 0.434
	 0.438
Q2_A10	 0.396	 0.385	 0.489	 0.356	 0.525 .	0.500
	 0.475
Q2_A9	 0.323	 0.265	 0.346	 0.357
	 0.492	 0.466	 0.413
Q2_A8	 0.381	 0.333	 0.461	 0.426	 0.551	 0.507	 0.378
Q2_A7	 0.345	 0.169	 0.321	 0.106
	 0.212	 0.267	 0.149
Q2_A4	 0.303	 0.421	 0.414	 0.306	 0.418	 0.508
	 0.367
Q2_A3	 0.210	 0.302	 0.242
	 0.310	 0.377	 0.319	 0.355
Q2_A2	 0.317	 0.331	 0.340	 0.305	 0.316	 0.361	 0.364
Q2_A1	 0.341	 0.398	 0.488
	 0.303	 0.364	 0.438
	 0.437
Q2_B5	 Q2_B4
	 Q2_B3	 Q2_B2	 Q2_B1
	 Q2_A15 Q2_A14
Q2_B5	 0.915
Q2_B4	 0.464	 1.004
Q2_B3	 0.504	 0.674	 1.322
Q2_B2	 0.410	 0.581	 0.839	 1.061
Q2_B1	 0.438	 0.550	 0.684	 0.705	 1.042
Q2_A15	 0.416	 0.359	 0.547	 0.552	 0.459	 0.946
Q2_A14	 0.337	 0.384	 0.516	 0.481	 0.472	 0.629	 1.185
Q2_A13	 0.348	 0.330	 0.452	 0.526	 0.471	 0.683	 0.610
Q2_Al2	 0.210	 0.266	 0.441	 0.495	 0.420	 0.541	 0.532
Q2_A6	 0.263	 0.357	 0.397	 0.369	 0.423	 0.423	 0.496
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Regression Weights: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Q2_A5	 0.226	 0.319	 0.490	 0.478	 0.497	 0.475	 0.546
Q2_A11	 0.252	 0.185	 0.373	 0.347	 0.452	 0.475	 0.563
02_A10
	 0.263	 0.399	 0.504	 0.583	 0.565	 0.640	 0.673
Q2_A9	 0.209	 0.359	 0.428	 0.511	 0.514	 0.487	 0.509
Q2_A8	 0.275	 0.318	 0.512	 0.563	 0.554	 0.502	 0.566
Q2_A7	 0.000	 -0.021	 0.265	 0.231	 0.246	 0.272	 0.177
Q2_A4	 0.232	 0.234	 0.400	 0.446	 0.367	 0.554	 0.621
Q2_A3	 0.234	 0.365	 0.414	 0.343	 0.420	 0.420	 0.422
Q2_A2	 0.280	 0.394	 0.341	 0.410	 0.378	 0.513	 0.537
Q2_A1	 0.167	 0.329	 0.301	 0.439	 0.415	 0.446	 0.525
Q2_A13 Q2_Al2 Q2_A6	 Q2_A5	 Q2_A11 Q2_A10 Q2_A9
Q2_A13	 1.127
Q2_Al2	 0.730	 0.878
Q2_A6	 0.540	 0.448	 1.210
Q2_A5	 0.613	 0.533	 0.604	 1.304
Q2_A11	 0.572	 0.487	 0.575	 0.610	 0.989
Q2_A10	 0.795	 0.730	 0.698	 0.795	 0.741	 1.331
Q2_A9	 0.518	 0.565	 0.430	 0.484	 0.492	 0.755	 1.107
Q2_A8	 0.653	 0.671	 0.549	 0.450	 0.528	 0.817	 0.697
Q2_A7	 0.383	 0.410	 0.336	 0.426	 0.369	 0.547	 0.503
Q2_A4	 0.705	 0.652	 0.589	 0.794	 0.615	 0.773	 0.456
Q2_A3	 0.472	 0.378	 0.557	 0.567	 0.446	 0.536	 0.470
Q2_A2	 0.574	 0.451	 0.534	 0.591	 0.488	 0.701	 0.503
Q2_A1	 0.590	 0.573
	 0.616	 0.762	 0.523	 0.791	 0.578
Q2_A8	 02_A7	 Q2_A4	 Q2_A3	 Q2_A2	 Q2_A1
Q2_A8	 1.128
Q2_A7	 0.544	 1.283
Q2_A4	 0.576	 0.464	 1.232
Q2_A3	 0.417	 0.127	 0.456
	 0.912
Q2_A2	 0.513	 0.247
	 0.594	 0.603	 1.075
Q2_A1	 0.509	 0.520	 0.807	 0.456	 0.615
	 1.295
Performance <- IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_
	 0.715	 0.100	 7.151
TAISP <---- IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2	 1.153	 0.122	 9.473
IAISP <---- IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 	 1.209	 0.126	 9.605
OAISP <---- IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2	 1.262	 0.132
	 9.562
DC < 	  IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 	 1.227	 0.141	 8.695
01Q < 	
 IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 	 0.646	 0.126	 5.138
ISIG < 	  IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2	 1.327	 0.138	 9.633
OABSP < 	  IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 	 1.086	 0.132	 8.212
Appendix 24	 539
IABSP <---- IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 1.197 0.132 9.075
TABSP <---- IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 1.000
Q2_A1 <
	 DC 1.000
Q2_A2 < 	 DC 0.867 0.098 8.881
Q2_A3 < 	 DC 0.757 0.089 8.489
Q2_A4 <
	 DC 0.975 0.105 9.249
Q2_A7 < 	 01Q 1.000
Q2_A8 < 	 01Q 1.888 0.354 5.329
Q2_A9 <
	 OIQ 1.710 0.328 5.208
Q2_A10 < 	 01Q 2.183 0.404 5.405
Q2_Al1 < 	 OIQ 1.627 0.312 5.217
Q2_A5 <
	 DC 0.983 0.108 9.096
Q2_A6 <
	 DC 0.877 0.103 8.528
Q2_Al2 < 	 OIQ 1.796 0.331 5.420
Q2_A13 < 	 ISIG 1.000
Q2_A14 < 	 ISIG 0.932 0.085 10.990
Q2_A15 <
	 ISIG 0.931 0.075 12.345
Q2_B1 <
	 OAISP 1.000
Q2_B2 < 	 OAISP 1.029 0.085 12.098
Q2_B3 < 	 OAISP 1.069 0.095 11.246
Q2_B4 < 	 OAISP 0.816 0.083 9.825
Q2_B5 <
	 OAISP 0.739 0.079 9.321
Q2_B6 <
	 OAISP 0.927 0.083 11.174
Q2_B7 < 	 OAISP 0.982 0.083 11.887
Q2_B8 <
	 OAISP 0.902 0.079 11.373
Q2_B9 <
	 OAISP 0.749 0.073 10.281
Q2_B10 < 	 IAISP 1.000
Q2_B11 < 	 IAISP 0.846 0.077 11.028
Q2_B12 < 	 IAISP 0.795 0.073 10.951
Q2_B13 < 	 TAISP 1.000
Q2_B14 < 	 TAISP 1.015 0.089 11.473
Q2_B15 < 	 TAISP 0.976 0.085 11.517
profit < 	 Performance 1.000
incom_gw < Performance 0.658 0.097 6.814
sales_gw < Performance 0.871 0.093 9.356
Ql_B1 < 	 OABSP 1.000
Q1_B2 <
	 OABSP 1.001 0.080 12.570
Q1_B3 <
	 OABSP 1.102 0.103 10.707
Q1_B4 < 	 OABSP 0.680 0.098 6.924
Q1_B5 <
	 OABSP 0.759 0.107 7.085
Q1_B6 <
	 OABSP 0.956 0.120 7.948
QI_B7 < 	 OABSP 0.967 0.117 8.297
Q1_B8 < 	 OABSP 0.941 0.115 8.190
Q1_B9 < 	 OABSP 1.119 0.121 9.247
Ql_B10 < 	 IABSP 1.000
Ql_Bll < 	 IABSP 0.943 0.096 9.798
Q1_B12 < 	 IABSP 0.979 0.094 10.453
Q1_B13 < 	 TABSP 1.000
Q1_B14 < 	 TABSP 0.708 0.109 6.482
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8.464Q1_B15 < 	  TABSP 1.256	 0.148
Standardized Regression Weights: Estimate
Performance <-	 IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_ 0.567
TAISP <---- IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 1.000
IAISP <----	 IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 1.000
OAISP <----	 IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 1.000
DC < 	  IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 1.000
01Q < 	  IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 1.000
ISIG < 	 	 IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 1.000
OABSP < 	  IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 1.000
IABSP < 	  IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 1.000
TABSP < 	  IS_BSP_Strategic Fit_Fx2 1.000
Q2_Al < 	  DC 0.624
Q2_A2 < 	  DC 0.594
Q2_A3 < 	  DC 0.563
Q2_A4 < 	  DC 0.624
Q2_A7 < 	  OIQ 0.330
Q2_A8 < 	  OIQ 0.664
Q2_A9 < 	  01Q 0.608
02_A10 < 	  OIQ 0.707
Q2_A11 < 	  OIQ 0.611
Q2_A5 < 	  DC 0.612
Q2_A6 < 	  DC 0.566
Q2_Al2 < 	  01Q 0.716
Q2_A13 < 	  ISIG 0.724
Q2_A14 < 	  ISIG 0.658
Q2_A15 < 	  ISIG 0.736
02_B1 < 	  OAISP 0.716
Q2_B2 < 	  OAISP 0.730
Q2_B3 < 	  OAISP 0.679
Q2_B4 < 	  OAISP 0.595
Q2_B5 < 	
 OAISP 0.565
Q2_B6 < 	  OAISP 0.675
Q2_B7 < 	
 OAISP 0.717
Q2_B8 < 	  OAISP 0.687
Q2_B9 < 	  OAISP 0.622
Q2_B10 < 	  IAISP 0.721
Q2_B11 < 	  IAISP 0.663
Q2_B12 < 	  IAISP 0.658
Q2_B13 < 	  TAISP 0.706
Q2_B14 < 	  TAISP 0.702
Q2_B15 < 	  TAISP 0.705
profit < 	
 Performance 0.843
incom_gw < 	
 Performance 0.466
sales_gw < 	
 Performance 0.716
Q1_B1 < 	
 OABSP 0.578
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Ql_B2 < 	
 OABSP	 0.581
Q1_B3 < 	
 OABSP	 0.612
Q1_B4 < 	
 OABSP	 0.466
Q1_B5 < 	
 OABSP	 0.480
Q1_B6 < 	
 OABSP	 0.555
Q1_B7 < 	
 OABSP	 0.587
Q1_B8 < 	
 OABSP	 0.577
Q1_B9 < 	
 OABSP	 0.684
Ql_B10 < 	
 IABSP	 0.663
Ql_Bll < 	
 IABSP
	 0.630
Ql_B12 < 	
 IABSP	 0.678
Q1_B13 < 	
 TABSP	 0.579
Q1_B14 < 	
 TABSP	 0.430
Ql_B15 < 	
 TABSP	 0.602
Covariances:	 Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
el < 	 > e2	 0.448	 0.055
	 8.100
e2 < 	 > e3	 0.418	 0.055
	 7.608
el < 	 > e3	 0.289	 0.052	 5.562
Correlations:
	 Estimate
el < 	 > e2	 0.572
e2 < 	 > e3	 0.528
el < 	 > e3	 0.363
Squared Multiple Correlations:
	 Estimate
	
Performance
	 0.321
	
Ql_B15
	 0.362
	
Ql_B14
	 0.185
	
QI_B13	 0.336
	
Ql_B12
	 0.459
	
Ql_Bll
	 0.397
	
Ql_B10
	 0.440
	
Q1_B9	 0.468
	
Q1_B8	 0.333
	
Q1_B7	 0.345
	
Q1_B6	 0.308
	
Q1_B5	 0.230
	
Ql_B4	 0.217
	
Ql_B3	 0.375
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	Q1_B2	 0.337
	
Ql_B1	 0.334
	
sales_gw	 0.513
	
incom_gw	 0.218
	
profit
	 0.711
	
Q2_B15	 0.497
	
Q2_B14	 0.493
	
Q2_B13
	 0.498
	
Q2_B12	 0.433
	
Q2_B11	 0.439
	
Q2_B10
	 0.519
	
Q2_B9	 0.387
	
Q2_B8	 0.472
	
Q2_B7	 0.515
	
Q2_B6	 0.456
	
Q2_B5	 0.319
	
Q2_B4	 0.354
	
Q2_B3	 0.462
	
Q2_B2	 0.533
	
Q2_B1	 0.512
	
Q2_A15	 0.541
	
Q2_A14	 0.433
	
Q2_A13
	 0.524
	
Q2_Al2	 0.513
	
Q2_A6	 0.321
	
Q2_A5	 0.374
	
Q2_A11
	 0.374
	
Q2_A10
	 0.500
	
Q2_A9	 0.369
	
Q2_A8	 0.442
	
Q2_A7	 0.109
	
Q2_A4	 0.390
	
Q2_A3	 0.317
	
Q2_A2	 0.353
	
Q2_A1	 0.390
Standardized Direct Effects
IS_BSP_S TABSP
	 IABSP	 OABSP
	 Performa TAISP	 IAISP
TABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Performan	 0.567	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
TAISP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IAISP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OAISP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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ISIG 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
OIQ 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
DC 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B15 0.000 0.602 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B14 0.000 0.430 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B13 0.000 0.579 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B12 0.000 0.000 0.678 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_Bll 0.000 0.000 0.630 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B10 0.000 0.000 0.663 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.684 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.577 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.587 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.555 0.000 0.000 0.000
QI_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.480 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.466 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.612 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.581 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.578 0.000 0.000 0.000
sales_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.716 0.000 0.000
incom_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.466 0.000 0.000
profit 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.843 0.000 0.000
Q2_B15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.705 0.000
Q2_B14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.702 0.000
Q2_B13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.706 0.000
Q2_B12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.658
Q2_B11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.663
Q2_B10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.721
Q2_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
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Q2_A3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A1	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OAISP	 ISIG	 OIQ	 DC
TABSP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IABSP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OABSP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Performan	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
TAISP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IAISP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OAISP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
ISIG	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OIQ	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
DC	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B12	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_Bll	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_B10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_B8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_B1	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
sales_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
incom_gw	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
profit	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B12	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B11	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B9	 0.622	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B8	 0.687	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B7	 0.717	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B6	 0.675	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B5	 0.565	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B4	 0.595	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B3	 0.679	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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Q2_B2 0.730 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B1 0.716 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A15 0.000 0.736 0.000 0.000
Q2_A14 0.000 0.658 0.000 0.000
Q2_A13 0.000 0.724 0.000 0.000
Q2_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.716 0.000
Q2_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.566
Q2_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.612
Q2_A11 0.000 0.000 0.611 0.000
Q2_A10 0.000 0.000 0.707 0.000
Q2_A9 0.000 0.000 0.608 0.000
Q2_A8 0.000 0.000 0.664 0.000
Q2_A7 0.000 0.000 0.330 0.000
Q2_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.624
Q2_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.563
Q2_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.594
Q2_A1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.624
Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 100	 5339.109 1076	 0.000	 4.962
	
Saturated model	 1176	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model	 48	 11341.652 1128	 0.000
	 10.055
Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model
	
0.101
	
0.474
	
0.425	 0.434
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.406
	
0.119
	
0.082	 0.114
	
DELTA1	 RHO1	 DELTA2	 RH02
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model
	
0.529
	
0.506
	 0.585
	
0.562
	
0.583
	
Saturated model
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.000
	
0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
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Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.954
	
0.505
	
0.556
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 NCP	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 4263.109	 4038.544	 4494.407
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 10213.652	 9875.388	 10558.416
Model	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90	 HI 90
Default model
Saturated model
Independence model
19.275
0.000
40.945
15.390
0.000
36.872
14.580
0.000
35.651
16.225
0.000
38.117
Model	 RMSEA
	 LO 90
	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
	
Default model
	
0.120
	 0.116
	
0.123	 0.000
	
Independence model
	
0.181	 0.178
	
0.184	 0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC
	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model	 5539.109	 5582.092	 6288.992	 6001.872
	
Saturated model	 2352.000	 2857.474	 11170.615
	 7794.082
	
Independence model
	 11437.652	 11458.284	 11797.596	 11659.778
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90	 HI 90	 MECVI
Default model
Saturated model
Independence model
19.997
8.491
41.291
19.186
8.491
40.070
20.832
8.491
42.536
20.152
10.316
41.366
	
HOELTER	 HOELTER
Model	 .05
	 .01
	
Default model	 60	 62
	
Independence model	 30	 31
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Effects of the Strategic Fit FX3
on
Business Performance
Sample size:	 278
Chi-square = 4872.562
Degrees of freedom = 1171
Probability level = 0.000
Sample Covariances
Q2_Al2 Q2_A11 Q2_A10 Q2_A9
	 Q2_A8	 Q2_A7	 Q2_A15
Q2_Al2	 0.878
Q2_A1l	 0.487	 0.989
Q2_A10	 0.730	 0.741	 1.331
Q2_A9	 0.565	 0.492	 0.755	 1.107
Q2_A8	 0.671	 0.528	 0.817	 0.697
	 1.128
Q2_A7	 0.410	 0.369	 0.547	 0.503	 0.544	 1.283
Q2_A15	 0.541	 0.475	 0.640	 0.487	 0.502	 0.272	 0.946
Q2_A14	 0.532	 0.563	 0.673	 0.509	 0.566
	 0.177	 0.629
Q2_A13	 0.730	 0.572	 0.795	 0.518	 0.653	 0.383
	 0.683
Q2_A6	 0.448	 0.575	 0.698	 0.430	 0.549	 0.336	 0.423
Q2_A5	 0.533	 0.610	 0.795	 0.484	 0.450	 0.426	 0.475
Q2_A4	 0.652	 0.615	 0.773	 0.456	 0.576	 0.464	 0.554
Q2_A3	 0.378	 0.446	 0.536	 0.470
	 0.417	 0.127	 0.420
Q2_A2	 0.451	 0.488	 0.701	 0.503	 0.513	 0.247	 0.513
Q2_A1	 0.573	 0.523	 0.791	 0.578
	 0.509	 0.520	 0.446
sales_gw	 0.182	 0.159	 0.351	 0.236
	 0.257	 0.153	 0.191
incom_gw	 0.103	 0.052	 0.112	 0.102
	 0.108	 0.100	 0.031
profit	 0.216	 0.201	 0.348	 0.235	 0.238	 0.118	 0.213
Q1_B15	 0.514	 0.496	 0.644	 0.430
	 0.416	 0.294	 0.467
Q1_B14	 0.245	 0.128	 0.248	 0.223	 0.175	 -0.005	 0.223
Q1_B13	 0.386	 0.295	 0.374	 0.317	 0.319	 0.326	 0.366
Q1_B12	 0.488	 0.339	 0.496	 0.395
	 0.450	 0.361	 0.525
Ql_Bll	 0.407	 0.237	 0.338	 0.270	 0.376
	 0.064	 0.485
Ql_B10	 0.444	 0.374	 0.371	 0.322	 0.369	 0.160	 0.526
Q1_B9	 0.421	 0.407	 0.486	 0.308	 0.421	 0.186
	 0.572
Ql_B8	 0.307	 0.230	 0.324	 0.213	 0.286	 0.107	 0.396
Q1_B7	 0.344	 0.310	 0.342	 0.332	 0.282	 -0.044	 0.462
Q1_B6	 0.355	 0.288	 0.281	 0.229	 0.259	 -0.055	 0.500
Q1_B5	 0.310	 0.162	 0.169	 0.117	 0.222	 0.026	 0.396
Q1_B4	 0.256	 0.135	 0.223	 0.248	 0.298	 -0.055	 0.236
Q1_B3	 0.415	 0.297	 0.424	 0.377	 0.425	 0.297	 0.490
Q1_B2	 0.366	 0.323	 0.453	 0.351	 0.386
	 0.138	 0.443
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Ql_B1	 0.410	 0.344	 0.489	 0.337	 0.411	 0.239	 0.463
Q1_A17	 0.255	 0.247	 0.273	 0.232	 0.253	 0.070	 0.321
Q1_A16
	
0.094	 0.165	 0.223	 0.130	 0.141	 -0.007	 0.245
Q1_A15
	
0.212	 0.127	 0.353	 0.372
	 0.260	 0.332	 0.241
Q1_A14	 0.128	 0.054	 0.205	 0.145	 0.093	 0.152	 0.120
Q1_A13
	
0.229	 0.034	 0.194	 0.110	 0.150	 0.036	 0.182
Q1_Al2	 0.285	 0.227	 0.309	 0.208	 0.329	 0.173	 0.350
Q1_A11	 0.084	 0.122	 0.119	 0.157	 0.135	 0.152	 0.160
Ql_A10	 0.024	 0.022	 0.090	 0.102	 0.005	 0.082	 0.103
Q1_A9	 0.092	 0.075	 0.076	 0.005	 0.175	 0.019	 0.175
Q1_A8	 0.244	 0.071	 0.223	 0.191	 0.203	 0.002	 0.177
Q1_A7	 0.350	 0.347	 0.471	 0.334	 0.374	 0.125	 0.343
Q1_A6	 0.153	 0.161	 0.162
	 0.113	 0.168	 0.260	 0.225
Q1_A5	 0.179	 0.179	 0.176	 0.066	 0.207	 0.193	 0.297
Q1_A4	 0.287	 0.217	 0.309	 0.298	 0.255	 0.134
	 0.307
Q1_A3	 0.279	 0.287	 0.360	 0.269	 0.224	 0.263	 0.292
Q1_A2	 0.169	 0.236	 0.288	 0.204	 0.163	 0.116	 0.364
Ql_Al	 0.319	 0.253	 0.342	 0.278
	 0.237	 0.132	 0.315
Q2_A14 Q2_A13 Q2_A6
	 Q2_A5	 Q2_A4
	 Q2_A3	 Q2_A2
Q2_A14	 1.185
Q2_A13	 0.610	 1.127
Q2_A6	 0.496	 0.540	 1.210
Q2_A5	 0.546	 0.613	 0.604	 1.304
Q2_A4	 0.621	 0.705	 0.589	 0.794
	 1.232
Q2_A3	 0.422	 0.472	 0.557	 0.567	 0.456	 0.912
Q2_A2	 0.537	 0.574	 0.534	 0.591
	 0.594
	 0.603	 1.075
Q2_A1	 0.525	 0.590	 0.616	 0.762
	 0.807	 0.456	 0.615
sales_gw	 0.303	 0.164	 0.262	 0.335
	 0.299	 0.311	 0.415
incom_gw	 0.200	 0.077	 0.139	 0.066
	 0.145	 0.099	 0.096
profit	 0.324	 0.235	 0.321
	 0.252	 0.373	 0.226	 0.379
Q1_B15	 0.435	 0.571	 0.534	 0.571	 0.746	 0.349	 0.382
Q1_B14	 0.106	 0.187
	 0.149
	 0.191	 0.181	 0.080	 0.151
Q1_B13	 0.297	 0.391	 0.241
	 0.344
	 0.384	 0.136	 0.235
Q1_B12	 0.472	 0.570	 0.389	 0.558	 0.542
	 0.343	 0.403
Ql_Bll	 0.443	 0.501	 0.251	 0.376	 0.232	 0.344	 0.414
Ql_B10	 0.421	 0.575	 0.333	 0.369	 0.394	 0.326	 0.296
Q1_B9	 0.492	 0.524	 0.327	 0.413
	 0.287	 0.321	 0.301
Ql_B8	 0.359	 0.462	 0.267	 0.368
	 0.234	 0.206	 0.209
Q1_B7	 0.355	 0.444	 0.271	 0.331	 0.276
	 0.363	 0.286
Q1_B6	 0.377	 0.440	 0.257	 0.310	 0.241
	 0.307	 0.191
Q1_B5	 0.335	 0.415	 0.206	 0.334	 0.180	 0.282	 0.125
Q1_B4	 0.317	 0.235	 0.186	 0.208	 0.100
	 0.140	 0.061
Ql_B3	 0.442	 0.479	 0.307
	 0.602	 0.478	 0.256	 0.231
Ql_B2	 0.452	 0.428	 0.234	 0.497
	 0.466
	 0.169	 0.299
Ql_B1	 0.440	 0.483	 0.203	 0.515	 0.511	 0.169	 0.372
Q1_A17	 0.232	 0.252	 0.144	 0.055
	 0.099	 0.123	 0.116
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Q1_A16
	
0.041	 0.126	 0.240	 0.167	 0.056	 0.136	 0.168
Q1_A15
	
0.237	 0.167	 0.096	 0.191	 0.159	 0.123	 0.259
Q1_A14
	
0.038	 0.092	 0.056	 0.193	 0.156	 -0.014	 0.111
Q1_A13
	
0.115	 0.269	 0.198
	 0.044	 0.174	 0.032	 0.156
Q1_Al2	 0.293	 0.337	 0.144	 0.074	 0.191	 0.123	 0.191
Ql_All
	
0.039	 0.106	 0.197	 0.157	 0.039	 0.123	 0.154
Ql_A10	 -0.025	 -0.006	 0.127	 0.220	 0.019	 0.097	 0.022
Q1_A9	 0.090	 0.148	 0.202	 0.227	 0.085	 0.114
	 0.113
Q1_A8	 0.138	 0.265	 0.251	 0.141	 0.223	 0.096	 0.158
Q1_A7	 0.505	 0.406	 0.321	 0.348	 0.379	 0.363	 0.366
Q1_A6	 0.165	 0.184	 0.177	 0.291	 0.222	 0.085	 0.142
Q1_A5	 0.152	 0.207	 0.122	 0.161	 0.297
	 0.076	 0.079
Q1_A4	 0.297	 0.282	 0.205	 0.313	 0.305	 0.125	 0.280
Q1_A3	 0.356	 0.359	 0.211	 0.332	 0.306	 0.276	 0.374
Q1_A2	 0.295	 0.229	 0.310	 0.308	 0.257	 0.191
	 0.293
Ql_Al	 0.286	 0.311	 0.189	 0.315	 0.365
	 0.239	 0.347
Q2_A1	 sales_gw incom_gw profit	 Q1_B15 Q1_B14 Q1_B13
Q2_A1	 1.295
sales_gw	 0.333	 0.789
incom_gw	 0.177	 0.357	 1.062
profit	 0.472	 0.454	 0.357	 0.750
Q1_B15	 0.712	 0.240	 0.174	 0.338
	 1.462
Q1_B14	 0.357	 0.264	 0.184	 0.246	 0.609	 0.907
Q1_B13	 0.508	 0.246	 0.150	 0.324	 0.538	 0.438	 0.998
Q1_B12	 0.485	 0.234	 0.128	 0.189	 0.498	 0.157	 0.489
Ql_Bll	 0.305	 0.180	 0.084	 0.266	 0.290	 0.214	 0.435
Ql_B10	 0.428	 0.201	 0.040	 0.238	 0.488
	 0.336	 0.433
Q1_B9	 0.407	 0.104	 0.043	 0.181	 0.483	 0.343
	 0.500
Q1_B8	 0.294	 0.064	 0.020	 0.087	 0.531	 0.289	 0.427
Q1_B7	 0.304	 0.106	 -0.018	 0.159	 0.397	 0.271	 0.396
Q1_B6	 0.284	 0.051	 0.032	 0.098	 0.276	 0.352
	 0.366
Q1_B5	 0.311	 0.084	 0.026	 0.079	 0.143	 0.214	 0.326
Q1_B4	 0.220	 0.096	 0.137	 0.145	 0.276	 0.376	 0.343
Q1_B3	 0.467	 0.081	 -0.034	 0.227	 0.568	 0.310	 0.564
Q1_B2	 0.493	 0.092	 0.079	 0.334	 0.468	 0.304
	 0.560
Ql_B1	 0.493	 0.121	 -0.010	 0.229	 0.421	 0.289	 0.436
Q1_A17	 0.169	 0.004	 -0.058	 0.016	 0.191	 0.128	 0.150
Q1_A16	 0.162	 0.133	 -0.009	 -0.040	 0.126	 0.293	 0.124
Q1_A15	 0.349	 0.219	 0.205	 0.137	 0.071	 0.191	 0.302
Q1_A14	 0.294	 0.092	 0.043	 0.084	 0.277	 0.283	 0.379
Q1_A13	 0.175	 0.118	 0.128	 0.162	 0.356
	 0.337	 0.286
Q1_Al2	 0.181	 0.007	 -0.018	 -0.036	 0.193
	 0.107	 0.216
Ql_All	 0.163	 0.058	 0.005	 0.053	 0.168	 0.249	 0.217
Ql_A10	 0.167	 0.036	 -0.081	 0.054	 0.131	 0.200	 0.125
Q1_A9	 0.083	 0.076	 -0.102	 0.070	 0.084	 0.189	 0.216
Q1_A8	 0.243	 0.093	 0.135	 0.130	 0.396	 0.260	 0.277
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Q1_A7	 0.285	 0.203	 0.015	 0.277	 0.350
	 0.198	 0.294
Q1_A6	 0.278
	 -0.005	 -0.052	 0.029	 0.181	 0.070
	 0.173
Q1_A5	 0.050	 0.076	 0.011	 0.030	 0.192	 0.100	 0.263
Q1_A4	 0.387	 0.149	 0.063	 0.174	 0.443	 0.296	 0.295
Q1_A3	 0.364	 0.250
	 0.137
	 0.176	 0.342	 0.150	 0.228
Q1_A2	 0.310	 0.187	 0.132	 0.207	 0.316	 0.249	 0.306
Ql_Al	 0.371
	 0.199
	 0.080	 0.158	 0.329	 0.224	 0.233
Q1_B12 Ql_Bll Ql_B10 Q1_B9
	 Q1_B8	 Q1_B7	 Q1_B6
Q1_B12	 1.003
Ql_Bll	 0.554	 1.076
Ql_B10	 0.641	 0.702
	 1.093
Q1_B9	 0.565	 0.629
	 0.608	 1.059
Q1_B8	 0.522	 0.584
	 0.516	 0.698
	 1.051
Q1_B7	 0.517	 0.584
	 0.587	 0.687	 0.725	 1.071
Q1_B6	 0.520	 0.595	 0.668
	 0.721	 0.710	 0.806	 1.174
Q1_B5	 0.521
	 0.595	 0.671	 0.528	 0.519	 0.620
	 0.685
Q1_B4	 0.324	 0.331
	 0.267	 0.496	 0.464
	 0.349	 0.412
Q1_B3	 0.625	 0.453	 0.471	 0.666	 0.633	 0.553	 0.532
Q1_B2	 0.505
	 0.426
	 0.354	 0.529	 0.504	 0.448	 0.435
Ql_B1	 0.552
	 0.469	 0.406	 0.511
	 0.504
	 0.459	 0.420
Q1_A17	 0.228	 0.221
	 0.322	 0.331
	 0.234	 0.340	 0.330
Q1_A16	 0.091	 0.170	 0.189	 0.140
	 0.167	 0.216	 0.222
Q1_A15	 0.210
	 0.116	 0.100	 0.143	 0.022	 0.035	 0.074
Q1_A14	 0.232	 0.071	 0.035
	 0.125	 0.141	 0.011
	 -0.010
Q1_A13	 0.214	 0.219	 0.304	 0.211	 0.237	 0.199	 0.224
Q1_Al2	 0.305	 0.238	 0.268	 0.305	 0.241
	 0.232	 0.272
Ql_All	 0.136	 0.250	 0.144
	 0.162	 0.191	 0.077
	 0.130
Ql_A10	 0.033	 0.135	 0.007	 0.169
	 0.186	 0.121	 0.125
Q1_A9	 0.259
	 0.327
	 0.286
	 0.248	 0.299	 0.289	 0.340
Q1_A8	 0.328
	 0.200	 0.303
	 0.222
	 0.233	 0.290	 0.171
Q1_A7	 0.260	 0.269	 0.315	 0.354
	 0.226	 0.310	 0.228
Q1_A6	 0.299
	 0.208
	 0.225	 0.287
	 0.270	 0.153	 0.200
Q1_A5	 0.256
	 0.109	 0.134
	 0.184
	 0.232
	 0.131	 0.201
Q1_A4	 0.413	 0.317	 0.387	 0.335
	 0.326	 0.245	 0.299
Q1_A3	 0.406
	 0.293	 0.335
	 0.240	 0.145	 0.143	 0.107
Q1_A2	 0.296
	 0.296
	 0.308	 0.226
	 0.175	 0.107	 0.153
Ql_Al
	 0.369
	 0.307
	 0.392	 0.245	 0.200	 0.201	 0.262
Q1_B5	 Q1_B4	 Q1_B3
	 Q1_B2
	 Ql_B1	 Q1_A17 Q1_A16
Q1_B5	 0.990
Q1_B4	 0.375	 0.841
Q1_B3	 0.462	 0.494	 1.282
Q1_B2	 0.343	 0.442	 0.854	 1.176
Ql_B1	 0.426
	 0.395	 0.725	 0.844
	 1.185
Q1_A17	 0.253	 0.179	 0.134	 0.147
	 0.172	 0.622
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Ql_A16	 0.196	 0.114	 -0.037	 -0.035	 0.127	 0.249	 0.944
Q1_A15	 0.100	 0.125	 0.110	 0.168	 0.189	 0.186	 0.290
Q1_A14	 0.058	 0.227	 0.264	 0.291	 0.332	 0.003	 0.170
Q1_A13	 0.106	 0.189	 0.173	 0.146	 0.099	 0.117	 0.126
Q1_Al2	 0.247	 0.164	 0.126	 0.195	 0.204
	 0.296	 0.167
Ql_All
	
0.148	 0.195	 0.164	 0.185	 0.220	 0.098	 0.333
Ql_A10	 0.136	 0.128	 0.160	 0.211	 0.180	 0.078
	 0.282
Q1_A9	 0.397	 0.164	 0.142	 0.141	 0.196	 0.105	 0.222
Q1_A8	 0.169	 0.200	 0.160	 0.124	 0.104	 0.117	 0.100
Q1_A7	 0.175	 0.258	 0.401	 0.377	 0.276	 0.132	 -0.014
Q1_A6	 0.278	 0.236	 0.394	 0.350	 0.401	 0.058	 0.115
Q1_A5	 0.125	 0.153	 0.308	 0.242	 0.253	 0.080	 0.146
Q1_A4	 0.163	 0.287	 0.345	 0.298	 0.310	 0.190	 0.116
Q1_A3	 0.149	 0.105	 0.135	 0.125	 0.164	 0.146	 0.122
Q1_A2	 0.170	 0.177	 0.169	 0.243	 0.230	 0.124	 0.275
Ql_Al	 0.228	 0.101	 0.121	 0.144	 0.249	 0.205	 0.207
Q1_A15 Q1_A14 Q1_A13 Q1_Al2 Ql_All
	 Ql_A10 Q1_A9
Q1_A15	 0.858
Q1_A14	 0.273	 0.791
Q1_A13
	
0.100	 0.130
	 0.717
Q1_Al2	 0.208	 0.070	 0.182	 0.629
Ql_All	 0.236	 0.283	 0.161	 0.120	 0.892
Ql_A10	 0.131	 0.195	 0.048	 0.021	 0.385	 0.885
Q1_A9	 0.017	 0.095	 0.104	 0.126	 0.154	 0.102	 0.778
Q1_A8	 0.087	 0.142	 0.251	 0.160	 0.099	 -0.009
	 0.129
Q1_A7	 0.096	 0.144	 0.183	 0.142	 0.204	 0.073
	 0.012
Q1_A6	 0.118	 0.196	 0.018	 0.144	 0.287	 0.271	 0.184
Q1_A5	 0.115	 0.164	 0.079	 0.181	 0.172	 0.087
	 0.223
Q1_A4	 0.153	 0.178	 0.269
	 0.139	 0.114	 0.033	 0.097
Q1_A3	 0.212	 0.135	 0.178	 0.182	 0.138	 -0.009
	 0.031
Q1_A2	 0.268	 0.230	 0.201
	 0.166	 0.362	 0.195	 0.170
Ql_Al	 0.231	 0.068
	 0.218	 0.230	 0.120	 0.009	 0.150
Q1_A8	 Q1_A7	 Q1_A6	 Q1_A5	 Q1_A4	 Q1_A3	 Q1_A2
Q1_A8	 0.882
Q1_A7	 0.227	 1.157
Q1_A6	 0.111	 0.101	 0.958
Q1_A5	 0.064	 0.083	 0.324	 0.818
Q1_A4	 0.317	 0.160	 0.184	 0.060	 0.653
Q1_A3	 0.151	 0.319	 0.146	 0.041	 0.237	 0.762
Q1_A2	 0.218	 0.134	 0.231	 0.138	 0.345	 0.241	 0.804
Ql_Al	 0.204	 0.188	 0.063	 0.098	 0.326	 0.320
	 0.280
Ql_Al
Ql_Al	 0.724
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Regression Weights:
	
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
CSO < 	  BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 	 0.175	 0.070	 2.495
SSC < 	  BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 	 0.333	 0.067	 4.976
SG < 	  BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 	 0.542	 0.061	 8.875
TABSP < 	
 BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 	 0.709	 0.071	 9.992
IABSP < 	  BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 	 0.850	 0.073	 11.662
OABSP < 	
 BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 	 0.770	 0.077	 9.954
Performance <- BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_	 0.411	 0.061
	 6.691
DC < 	  BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3
	 0.929	 0.079	 11.709
ISIG < 	  BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 	 1.000
OIQ < 	
 BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 	 0.509	 0.083	 6.122
Ql_Al < 	
 SG	 1.000
Ql_A2 < 	
 SG	 0.903	 0.143	 6.299
Q1_A3 < 	
 SG	 0.961	 0.143	 6.720
Ql_A4 < 	
 SG	 1.033	 0.139	 7.445
Ql_A5 < 	
 SSC	 1.000
Ql_A6 < 	
 SSC	 1.165	 0.308	 3.781
Q1_A7 < 	
 SSC	 1.787	 0.409	 4.366
Q1_A8 < 	
 SSC	 1.240	 0.312	 3.977
Ql_A9 < 	
 SSC	 0.961	 0.266
	 3.606
Ql_A10 < 	
 CSO	 1.000
Ql_All < 	
 CSO	 1.713
	 0.785	 2.183
Q1_Al2 < 	
 CSO	 2.587	 1.071	 2.415
Q1_A13 < 	
 CSO	 2.103	 0.902	 2.332
Ql_A14 < 	
 CSO	 1.606	 0.737	 2.180
Q1_A15 < 	
 CSO	 2.142	 0.930	 2.304
Q1_A16 < 	
 CSO	 1.738	 0.799	 2.175
Q1_A17 < 	
 CSO	 2.355	 0.985	 2.392
Ql_B1 < 	
 OABSP	 1.000
Ql_B2 < 	
 OABSP	 0.956	 0.078
	 12.217
QI_B3 < 	
 OABSP	 1.055	 0.101
	 10.451
QI_B4 < 	
 OABSP	 0.655	 0.098	 6.683
QI_B5 <
	
 OABSP	 0.821	 0.109
	 7.516
Q1_B6 < 	
 OABSP	 0.961	 0.121	 7.949
Q1_B7 < 	
 OABSP	 0.967	 0.117	 8.269
Ql_B8 <
	
 OABSP	 0.943	 0.115	 8.173
Ql_B9 < 	
 OABSP	 1.123	 0.122	 9.235
Ql_B10 < 	
 IABSP	 1.000
Ql_Bll < 	
 IABSP	 0.913	 0.096
	 9.505
Q1_B12 < 	
 IABSP	 1.055	 0.095
	 11.160
Q1_B13 < 	
 TABSP	 1.000
Q1_B14 < 	
 TABSP	 0.665	 0.109	 6.126
Ql_B15 < 	
 TABSP	 1.247	 0.149	 8.394
profit < 	
 Performance	 1.000
incom_gw < 	
 Performance	 0.713	 0.104	 6.883
sales_gw < 	  Performance	 0.932	 0.107	 8.746
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Q2_Al <
	 DC 1.000
Q2_A2 < 	 DC 0.841 0.088 9.591
Q2_A3 < 	 DC 0.713 0.080 8.890
Q2_A4 < 	 DC 0.982 0.095 10.370
Q2_A5 < 	 DC 0.972 0.097 10.019
Q2_A6 < 	 DC 0.822 0.092 8.893
Q2_A13 <
	 ISIG 1.000
Q2_A14 <
	 ISIG 0.873 0.076 11.473
Q2_A15 <
	 ISIG 0.906 0.066 13.695
Q2_A7 <
	 01Q 1.000
Q2_A8 < 	 OIQ 1.685 0.287 5.876
Q2_A9 < 	 01Q 1.536 0.268 5.725
Q2_A10 <
	 OIQ 2.043 0.337 6.057
Q2_A11 <
	 OIQ 1.516 0.261 5.805
Q2_Al2 < 	 01Q 1.721 0.282 6.112
Standardized Regression Weights: Estimate
CSO < 	
 BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 1.000
SSC < 	
 BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 1.000
SG < 	
 BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 1.000
TABSP < 	
 BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 1.000
IABSP < 	
 BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 1.000
OABSP < 	
 BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 1.000
Performance <- BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_ 0.477
DC < 	  BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 1.000
ISIG < 	
 BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 1.000
OIQ < 	
 BS_ISC_Strategic Fit_Fx3 1.000
Ql_Al < 	  SG 0.521
Q1_A2 < 	  SG 0.447
Q1_A3 < 	  SG 0.488
Q1_A4 < 	  SG 0.568
Q1_A5 < 	
 SSC 0.301
Q1_A6 < 	
 SSC 0.324
Q1_A7 < 	
 SSC 0.452
Q1_A8 < 	
 SSC 0.359
Q1_A9 < 	
 SSC 0.296
Ql_A10 < 	
 CSO 0.153
Ql_All < 	
 CSO 0.260
Q1_Al2 < 	
 CSO 0.468
Q1_A13 < 	
 CSO 0.356
Q1_A14 < 	
 CSO 0.259
Q1_A15 < 	
 CSO 0.332
Q1_A16 < 	
 CSO 0.257
Q1_A17 < 	
 CSO 0.429
Ql_B1 < 	
 OABSP 0.579
Q1_B2 < 	
 OABSP 0.556
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Covariances: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
el <
e2 <
el <
el <
e2 <
el <
Q1_B3 < 	  OABSP	 0.587
Q1_B4 < 	  OABSP	 0.449
Q1_B5 < 	  OABSP	 0.520
Q1_B6 < 	  OABSP	 0.558
Q1_B7 < 	  OABSP	 0.588
Q1_B8 < 	  OABSP	 0.579
Q1_B9 < 	  OABSP	 0.687
Ql_B10 < 	  IABSP	 0.665
Ql_Bll < 	  IABSP	 0.612
Q1_B12 < 	  IABSP	 0.732
Q1_B13 < 	  TABSP	 0.580
Q1_B14 < 	  TABSP	 0.405
Q1_B15 < 	  TABSP	 0.598
profit < 	  Performance	 0.812
incom_gw < 	  Performance	 0.487
sales_gw < 	  Performance
	 0.738
Q2_A1 < 	
 DC	 0.667
Q2_A2 < 	
 DC	 0.616
Q2_A3 < 	
 DC	 0.567
Q2_A4 < 	
 DC	 0.672
Q2_A5 < 	
 DC	 0.646
Q2_A6 < 	
 DC	 0.567
Q2_A13 < 	  ISIG
	 0.771
02_A14 < 	  ISIG
	 0.656
Q2_A15 < 	
 ISIG	 0.762
Q2_A7 < 	
 OIQ	 0.368
Q2_A8 < 	  010	 0.661
Q2_A9 <
	  OIQ	 0.608
Q2_A10 < 	  01Q	 0.738
Q2_A11 < 	  010	 0.635
Q2_Al2 < 	
 01Q	 0.765
> e2	 0.465	 0.057	 8.155
> e3	 0.454	 0.058	 7.807
> e3	 0.307	 0.054	 5.707
Correlations:	 Estimate
> e2	 0.581
> e3	 0.549
> e3	 0.377
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Squared Multiple Correlations: Estimate
Performance 0.228
Q2_Al2 0.585
Q2_All 0.403
Q2_A10 0.544
Q2_A9 0.370
Q2_A8 0.437
Q2_A7 0.135
Q2_A15 0.580
Q2_A14 0.430
Q2_A13 0.594
Q2_A6 0.322
Q2_A5 0.418
Q2_A4 0.451
Q2_A3 0.322
Q2_A2 0.380
Q2_A1 0.445
sales_gw 0.545
incom_gw 0.237
profit 0.660
Ql_B15 0.358
Q1_B14 0.164
Ql_B13 0.337
Ql_B12 0.537
Ql_BIl 0.374
Ql_B10 0.442
Ql_B9 0.472
Ql_B8 0.336
Q1_B7 0.346
Q1_B6 0.312
Q1_B5 0.270
Ql_B4 0.202
Q1_B3 0.344
Q1_B2 0.309
Ql_B1 0.335
Ql_A17 0.184
Ql_A16 0.066
Ql_A15 0.110
Q1_A14 0.067
Ql_A13 0.127
Q1_Al2 0.219
Ql_All 0.068
Ql_A10 0.023
Q1_A9 0.088
Q1_A8 0.129
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Ql_A7
	
0.205
Q1_A6
	
0.105
Ql_A5
	
0.091
Q1_A4
	
0.322
Ql_A3
	
0.238
Ql_A2
	
0.200
Ql_A1
	
0.272
Standardized Direct Effects
BS_ISC_S OIQ	 ISIG	 DC	 Performa TABSP	 IABSP
OIQ	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
1510
	
1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
DC	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Performan	 0.477	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
TABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
CSO	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SSC	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SG	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_Al2	 0.000	 0.765	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A11	 0.000	 0.635	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A10	 0.000	 0.738	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A9	 0.000	 0.608	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A8	 0.000	 0.661	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A7	 0.000	 0.368	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.762	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.656	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.771	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.567	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.646	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.672	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.567	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q2_A2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.616	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_Al	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.667	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
sales_gw	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.738	 0.000
	 0.000
incom_gw
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.487	 0.000	 0.000
profit	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.812
	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.598
	 0.000
Q1_B14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.405	 0.000
Q1_B13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.580	 0.000
Q1_B12	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.732
Ql_Bll	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.612
Ql_B10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.665
Q1_B9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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Q1_B8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_136 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_84 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A17 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A16 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_All 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_A10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_Al 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
OABSP	 CSO	 SSC	 SG
OIQ	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
1SIG	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
DC	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Performan	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
TABSP
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
IABSP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OABSP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
CSO	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SSC	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SG	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_Al2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A11	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A10
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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Q2_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
sales_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
incom_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
profit 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_Bll 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B9 0.687 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B8 0.579 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B7 0.588 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B6 0.558 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B5 0.520 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B4 0.449 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B3 0.587 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B2 0.556 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B1 0.579 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A17 0.000 0.429 0.000 0.000
Q1_A16 0.000 0.257 0.000 0.000
Q1_A15 0.000 0.332 0.000 0.000
Q1_A14 0.000 0.259 0.000 0.000
Q1_A13 0.000 0.356 0.000 0.000
Q1_Al2 0.000 0.468 0.000 0.000
Ql_All 0.000 0.260 0.000 0.000
Ql_A10 0.000 0.153 0.000 0.000
Q1_A9 0.000 0.000 0.296 0.000
Q1_A8 0.000 0.000 0.359 0.000
Q1_A7 0.000 0.000 0.452 0.000
Q1_A6 0.000 0.000 0.324 0.000
Q1_A5 0.000 0.000 0.301 0.000
Q1_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.568
Q1_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.488
Q1_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.447
Ql_Al 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.521
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Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model
	 104	 4872.562 1171	 0.000	 4.161
	
Saturated model
	 1275	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model	 50	 9400.328 1225
	 0.000	 7.674
Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model
	
0.099
	
0.506
	
0.462	 0.465
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.313
	
0.178
	
0.145	 0.171
	
DELTA!	 RHO1	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model
	
0.482	 0.458	 0.550
	
0.526
	
0.547
	
Saturated model
	
1.000	 1.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model	 0.956	 0.460
	 0.523
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 1.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Model	 NCP	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 3701.562	 3489.784	 3920.742
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
	
Independence model	 8175.328	 7870.234	 8486.993
Model	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model
	
17.590	 13.363	 12.598
	
14.154
	
Saturated model
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
33.936	 29.514	 28.412
	
30.639
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Default model
Independence model
72	 74
39	 40
Model	 RMSEA	 LO 90	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
	
Default model	 0.107	 0.104	 0.110	 0.000
	
Independence model	 0.155	 0.152	 0.158	 0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model
	 5080.562	 5127.500	 5864.685	 5561.835
	
Saturated model	 2550.000
	 3125.442	 12163.046	 8450.217
	
Independence model	 9500.328	 9522.895	 9877.310	 9731.709
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90	 HI 90	 MECVI
	
Default model	 18.341	 17.577	 19.133	 18.511
	
Saturated model
	 9.206	 9.206	 9.206
	 11.283
	
Independence model	 34.297	 33.196	 35.422	 34.379
	
HOELTER	 HOELTER
Model	 .05	 .01
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Effects of the Strategic Fit Fx4
on
Business Performance
Sample size:	 278
Chi-square = 4846.460
Degrees of freedom = 1171
Probability level = 0.000
Sample Covariances
Q2_B15 Q2_B14 Q2_B13 Q2_B12 Q2_Bll Q2_B10 Q2_B9
Q2_B15	 0.854
Q2_B14	 0.559	 0.932
Q2_B13	 0.519	 0.525	 0.894
Q2_B12	 0.484	 0.439	 0.407	 0.716
Q2_Bll
	 0.355	 0.376	 0.499	 0.394	 0.799
Q2_B10	 0.466	 0.402
	 0.481
	 0.501	 0.513	 0.944
Q2_B9	 0.410	 0.446	 0.362	 0.306	 0.296
	 0.311
	 0.774
Q2_B8	 0.422	 0.477	 0.437
	 0.386
	 0.301	 0.448	 0.597
Q2_B7	 0.391	 0.539	 0.445	 0.415	 0.448	 0.498	 0.563
Q2_B6	 0.453	 0.444	 0.488	 0.358	 0.382	 0.423
	 0.557
Q2_B5	 0.355	 0.433
	 0.380	 0.355	 0.450	 0.419	 0.467
Q2_B4	 0.504	 0.494	 0.468	 0.326
	 0.29,5	 0.339
	 0.449
Q2_B3	 0.527	 0.521	 0.470	 0.432
	 0.454	 0.548	 0.470
Q2_B2	 0.512	 0.512	 0.453	 0.395	 0.359	 0.477	 0.397
Q2_B1	 0.453	 0.581	 0.491	 0.379	 0.375	 0.467	 0.539
sales_gw	 0.301	 0.344	 0.444	 0.198	 0.234	 0.175	 0.234
incom_gw	 0.156	 0.184	 0.202	 0.143	 0.053
	 0.130
	 0.020
profit	 0.437
	 0.466	 0.452	 0.265	 0.303	 0.246	 0.331
Ql_B15	 0.545	 0.571	 0.425	 0.504	 0.495	 0.597	 0.322
Q1_B14	 0.373	 0.427	 0.341	 0.282
	 0.214
	 0.282	 0.151
Q1_B13	 0.437	 0.383	 0.388	 0.372	 0.467
	 0.529	 0.225
Ql_B12	 0.364	 0.405	 0.451	 0.394
	 0.441	 0.628	 0.214
Ql_Bll	 0.412
	 0.419	 0.406	 0.383
	 0.460	 0.528	 0.336
Ql_B10	 0.379	 0.470	 0.403	 0.415	 0.514
	 0.593	 0.309
Ql_B9	 0.480	 0.397	 0.440	 0.395	 0.502	 0.534	 0.293
Q1_B8	 0.379	 0.319	 0.259	 0.357
	 0.338	 0.528	 0.257
Ql_B7	 0.395	 0.284	 0.312	 0.288	 0.422	 0.464	 0.289
Q1_B6	 0.334
	 0.289	 0.314	 0.272	 0.352	 0.432	 0.285
Q1_B5	 0.162	 0.252	 0.235	 0.220	 0.349	 0.449	 0.167
Q1_84	 0.306	 0.357	 0.274	 0.233	 0.231	 0.312
	 0.224
Ql_B3	 0.389	 0.419	 0.371	 0.394	 0.425	 0.547	 0.299
Q1_B2	 0.404	 0.392	 0.355	 0.316	 0.397	 0.504	 0.371
Appendix 26	 562
Ql_B1	 0.338	 0.411	 0.413	 0.355	 0.358	 0.492	 0.393
Q1_A17	 0.227	 0.162	 0.136	 0.169	 0.185	 0.227	 0.180
Q1_A16	 0.105	 0.154
	 0.143	 0.072	 0.020	 0.063
	 0.050
Q1_A15	 0.249	 0.221	 0.273	 0.146
	 -0.012	 0.125	 0.102
Q1_A14
	 0.191	 0.248	 0.137	 0.105	 0.033	 0.118	 -0.002
Q1_A13	 0.297	 0.339	 0.214	 0.316
	 0.200	 0.230	 0.075
Q1_Al2	 0.185	 0.159	 0.179	 0.211
	 0.206
	 0.346
	 0.125
Ql_All	 0.143	 0.252	 0.113	 0.197	 0.076	 0.132	 0.168
Ql_A10	 0.098	 0.204	 0.052	 0.040	 0.043	 0.027
	 0.127
Q1_A9	 0.130	 0.202
	 0.095
	 0.097
	 0.179
	 0.187
	 0.163
Q1_A8	 0.256	 0.313	 0.161	 0.208	 0.185	 0.381	 0.118
Q1_A7	 0.368
	 0.387
	 0.358	 0.275	 0.391	 0.321	 0.316
Q1_A6	 0.112	 0.230	 0.164
	 0.147
	 0.146	 0.255	 0.134
Q1_A5	 0.117	 0.106	 0.097	 0.113	 0.139
	 0.205
	 0.077
Q1_A4	 0.356	 0.359	 0.334	 0.310	 0.211
	 0.393
	 0.224
Q1_A3	 0.250	 0.279	 0.361
	 0.249	 0.269	 0.268	 0.086
Q1_A2	 0.316	 0.373	 0.329	 0.282
	 0.220	 0.324	 0.186
Ql_Al	 0.235
	 0.332	 0.350	 0.229	 0.258	 0.274	 0.153
Q2_B8	 Q2_137	 Q2_B6	 Q2_B5	 Q234
	 Q2_B3	 Q2_B2
Q2_B8	 0.921
Q2_137	 0.681	 1.001
Q2_B6	 0.661	 0.686	 1.006
Q2_B5
	 0.418	 0.525	 0.471
	 0.915
Q2_B4
	 0.513	 0.519	 0.639
	 0.464	 1.004
Q2_133	 0.590
	 0.588	 0.687
	 0.504	 0.674	 1.322
Q2_B2	 0.576
	 0.556	 0.593	 0.410	 0.581	 0.839
	 1.061
Q2_B1	 0.643	 0.635	 0.668	 0.438	 0.550	 0.684	 0.705
sales_gw	 0.249	 0.277	 0.247	 0.249
	 0.324	 0.312	 0.328
incom_gw	 0.072	 -0.004
	 0.081	 -0.041	 0.144
	 0.016	 0.099
profit	 0.262	 0.258	 0.320	 0.228
	 0.408	 0.336
	 0.380
Q1_B15	 0.472	 0.657	 0.430	 0.423	 0.306	 0.414	 0.449
Q1_B14	 0.230	 0.304	 0.265
	 0.302	 0.276	 0.387	 0.388
Q1_B13	 0.256
	 0.342	 0.323
	 0.274	 0.238	 0.494	 0.492
Q1_B12	 0.320	 0.435	 0.276
	 0.252	 0.278	 0.518	 0.432
Ql_Bll	 0.329	 0.411	 0.361
	 0.437	 0.489	 0.559	 0.503
Ql_B10	 0.310	 0.464
	 0.364	 0.495	 0.375
	 0.628	 0.520
Q1_B9
	 0.348	 0.423	 0.419
	 0.396
	 0.363	 0.596
	 0.534
Q1_B8	 0.361	 0.435	 0.358
	 0.371	 0.367	 0.406
	 0.442
Q1_B7	 0.272	 0.378	 0.381
	 0.419	 0.434	 0.477	 0.437
Q1_B6
	 0.297	 0.369	 0.426	 0.378	 0.428	 0.621
	 0.453
Q1_B5	 0.160
	 0.195	 0.194
	 0.313	 0.160
	 0.418	 0.336
Q1_B4	 0.307	 0.307	 0.280
	 0.206	 0.254	 0.329	 0.335
Q1_B3	 0.441
	 0.506	 0.499	 0.251
	 0.308	 0.703	 0.611
Q1_B2	 0.466	 0.464	 0.439	 0.231
	 0.291	 0.492	 0.535
Ql_B1
	 0.491	 0.449	 0.386	 0.326	 0.249	 0.389	 0.430
Ql_A17
	 0.189
	 0.212	 0.226
	 0.162	 0.179	 0.175
	 0.237
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0.147
0.066
0.117
0.202
0.166
0.234
0.205
0.159
0.252
0.372
0.216
0.176
0.388
0.210
0.285
0.266
0.049
0.159
0.086
0.150
0.144
0.157
0.163
0.236
0.255
0.504
0.160
0.243
0.329
0.263
0.252
0.232
Q1_A16	 0.021
Q1_A15	 0.122
Q1_A14	 0.106
Q1_A13	 0.070
Q1_Al2	 0.160
Ql_All	 0.167
Ql_A10	 0.142
Q1_A9	 0.110
Q1_A8	 0.190
Q1_A7	 0.369
Q1_A6	 0.218
Q1_A5	 0.156
Q1_A4	 0.298
Q1_A3	 0.176
Q1_A2	 0.244
Ql_Al	 0.180
0.103
0.150
-0.034
0.066
0.064
0.117
0.135
0.124
0.203
0.319
0.200
0.073
0.348
0.171
0.258
0.250
0.187
-0.052
-0.046
0.226
0.147
0.150
0.102
0.292
0.251
0.301
0.119
0.108
0.270
0.138
0.274
0.218
0.139
0.124
0.011
0.196
0.019
0.097
0.145
0.105
0.283
0.327
-0.006
0.039
0.296
0.175
0.266
0.212
0.119
0.255
0.152
0.190
0.205
0.181
0.179
0.178
0.262
0.483
0.160
0.198
0.299
0.270
0.265
0.278
Q2_B1	 sales_gw incom_gw profit
	 Q1_B15	 Q1_B14 Q1_B13
Q2_B1	 1.042
sales_gw	 0.341
	 0.789
incom_gw	 0.131	 0.357	 1.062
profit	 0.350	 0.454	 0.357	 0.750
Q1_B15	 0.373	 0.240	 0.174
	 0.338	 1.462
Q1_B14	 0.297	 0.264	 0.184	 0.246	 0.609	 0.907
Q1_B13	 0.352	 0.246
	 0.150	 0.324	 0.538	 0.438	 0.998
Q1_B12	 0.398
	 0.234	 0.128
	 0.189	 0.498	 0.157	 0.489
Ql_Bll	 0.519	 0.180	 0.084
	 0.266
	 0.290	 0.214	 0.435
Ql_B10	 0.508	 0.201	 0.040	 0.238	 0.488
	 0.336	 0.433
Q1_B9	 0.419
	 0.104	 0.043	 0.181
	 0.483	 0.343	 0.500
Q1_B8	 0.348	 0.064	 0.020	 0.087
	 0.531	 0.289	 0.427
Q1_B7	 0.371	 0.106	 -0.018	 0.159
	 0.397	 0.271	 0.396
Q1_B6	 0.401
	 0.051	 0.032	 0.098	 0.276
	 0.352	 0.366
Q1_B5	 0.338	 0.084
	 0.026	 0.079	 0.143
	 0.214	 0.326
Q1_B4	 0.366	 0.096	 0.137	 0.145	 0.276	 0.376
	 0.343
Q1_B3	 0.471	 0.081	 -0.034
	 0.227
	 0.568	 0.310	 0.564
Q1_B2	 0.482
	 0.092	 0.079	 0.334	 0.468
	 0.304	 0.560
Ql_B1	 0.415	 0.121
	 -0.010	 0.229	 0.421	 0.289	 0.436
Q1_A17	 0.234
	 0.004	 -0.058	 0.016	 0.191	 0.128	 0.150
Q1_A16	 0.146	 0.133	 -0.009	 -0.040	 0.126
	 0.293	 0.124
Q1_A15	 0.262	 0.219	 0.205
	 0.137	 0.071	 0.191	 0.302
Q1_A14	 0.060	 0.092	 0.043	 0.084	 0.277	 0.283	 0.379
Q1_A13	 0.081	 0.118
	 0.128
	 0.162	 0.356	 0.337	 0.286
Q1_Al2	 0.230	 0.007	 -0.018	 -0.036
	 0.193	 0.107	 0.216
Ql_All	 0.257	 0.058	 0.005	 0.053	 0.168	 0.249	 0.217
Ql_A10	 0.214	 0.036	 -0.081	 0.054
	 0.131	 0.200	 0.125
Q1_A9	 0.189	 0.076	 -0.102	 0.070
	 0.084	 0.189	 0.216
Q1_A8	 0.199	 0.093	 0.135	 0.130	 0.396	 0.260	 0.277
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Q1_A7	 0.395	 0.203
	 0.015	 0.277	 0.350	 0.198	 0.294
Q1_A6	 0.210
	 -0.005
	 -0.052	 0.029	 0.181	 0.070	 0.173
Q1_A5	 0.159
	 0.076	 0.011	 0.030
	 0.192	 0.100	 0.263
Q1_A4	 0.290	 0.149	 0.063	 0.174	 0.443	 0.296
	 0.295
Q1_A3	 0.204	 0.250
	 0.137	 0.176	 0.342	 0.150	 0.228
Q1_A2	 0.333	 0.187	 0.132	 0.207	 0.316	 0.249	 0.306
Ql_Al	 0.271	 0.199	 0.080	 0.158	 0.329	 0.224	 0.233
Q1_B12 Ql_Bll Ql_B10 Q1_B9
	 Q1_B8	 Q1_B7	 Q1_B6
Q1_B12	 1.003
Ql_Bll	 0.554	 1.076
Ql_B10	 0.641	 0.702
	 1.093
Q1_B9	 0.565	 0.629
	 0.608	 1.059
Q1_B8	 0.522	 0.584	 0.516	 0.698	 1.051
Q1_B7	 0.517
	 0.584
	 0.587	 0.687	 0.725	 1.071
Q1_B6	 0.520	 0.595	 0.668
	 0.721	 0.710	 0.806	 1.174
Q1_B5	 0.521	 0.595
	 0.671	 0.528
	 0.519	 0.620	 0.685
Q1_B4	 0.324	 0.331	 0.267
	 0.496	 0.464
	 0.349	 0.412
Q1_B3	 0.625
	 0.453	 0.471	 0.666	 0.633	 0.553
	 0.532
Q1_B2	 0.505	 0.426
	 0.354	 0.529	 0.504	 0.448	 0.435
Ql_B1
	 0.552	 0.469
	 0.406	 0.511	 0.504
	 0.459	 0.420
Q1_A17	 0.228
	 0.221	 0.322
	 0.331	 0.234
	 0.340	 0.330
Q1_A16	 0.091	 0.170
	 0.189
	 0.140	 0.167	 0.216	 0.222
Q1_A15	 0.210	 0.116
	 0.100	 0.143
	 0.022	 0.035	 0.074
Q1_A14	 0.232	 0.071
	 0.035	 0.125
	 0.141	 0.011
	 -0.010
Q1_A13	 0.214	 0.219	 0.304
	 0.211
	 0.237
	 0.199	 0.224
Q1_Al2	 0.305	 0.238	 0.268
	 0.305	 0.241
	 0.232	 0.272
Ql_All	 0.136
	 0.250	 0.144
	 0.162	 0.191
	 0.077
	 0.130
Ql_A10	 0.033	 0.135	 0.007
	 0.169
	 0.186	 0.121
	 0.125
Q1_A9	 0.259	 0.327
	 0.286	 0.248
	 0.299	 0.289
	 0.340
Q1_A8	 0.328
	 0.200	 0.303
	 0.222	 0.233
	 0.290	 0.171
Q1_A7	 0.260
	 0.269	 0.315
	 0.354	 0.226	 0.310	 0.228
Q1_A6	 0.299
	 0.208	 0.225
	 0.287
	 0.270	 0.153
	 0.200
Q1_A5	 0.256
	 0.109	 0.134
	 0.184	 0.232	 0.131	 0.201
Q1_A4	 0.413	 0.317	 0.387	 0.335
	 0.326	 0.245
	 0.299
Q1_A3	 0.406
	 0.293	 0.335
	 0.240	 0.145	 0.143	 0.107
Q1_A2
	 0.296	 0.296	 0.308
	 0.226
	 0.175	 0.107	 0.153
Ql_Al
	
0.369
	 0.307	 0.392
	 0.245	 0.200	 0.201	 0.262
Q1_B5	 Q1_B4	 Q1_B3	 Q1_B2	 Ql_B1
	 Q1_A17 Q1_A16
Q1_B5	 0.990
Q1_B4	 0.375
	 0.841
Q1_B3	 0.462	 0.494	 1.282
Q1_B2	 0.343	 0.442	 0.854	 1.176
Ql_B1	 0.426	 0.395	 0.725
	 0.844	 1.185
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Q1_A17	 0.253	 0.179	 0.134	 0.147	 0.172	 0.622
Q1_A16	 0.196	 0.114	 -0.037	 -0.035	 0.127	 0.249	 0.944
Q1_A15	 0.100	 0.125	 0.110	 0.168	 0.189	 0.186	 0.290
Q1_A14	 0.058
	 0.227	 0.264	 0.291	 0.332	 0.003	 0.170
Q1_A13	 0.106	 0.189	 0.173	 0.146	 0.099	 0.117	 0.126
Q1_Al2	 0.247	 0.164	 0.126	 0.195	 0.204	 0.296	 0.167
Q1_A11	 0.148	 0.195
	 0.164
	 0.185	 0.220	 0.098	 0.333
Ql_A10	 0.136
	 0.128
	 0.160	 0.211	 0.180	 0.078	 0.282
Q1_A9	 0.397	 0.164	 0.142	 0.141	 0.196	 0.105	 0.222
Q1_A8	 0.169	 0.200
	 0.160	 0.124	 0.104	 0.117
	 0.100
Q1_A7	 0.175
	 0.258	 0.401	 0.377
	 0.276	 0.132	 -0.014
Q1_A6	 0.278	 0.236	 0.394
	 0.350	 0.401	 0.058	 0.115
Q1_A5	 0.125	 0.153
	 0.308	 0.242	 0.253	 0.080	 0.146
Q1_A4	 0.163	 0.287	 0.345
	 0.298	 0.310
	 0.190	 0.116
Q1_A3	 0.149	 0.105
	 0.135	 0.125	 0.164
	 0.146	 0.122
Q1_A2	 0.170	 0.177	 0.169
	 0.243	 0.230	 0.124	 0.275
Ql_Al	 0.228
	 0.101	 0.121
	 0.144	 0.249
	 0.205	 0.207
Q1_A15 Q1_A14 Q1_A13 Q1_Al2 Ql_All
	 Ql_A10 Q1_A9
Q1_A15	 0.858
Q1_A14	 0.273
	 0.791
Q1_A13	 0.100	 0.130	 0.717
Q1_Al2	 0.208	 0.070
	 0.182	 0.629
Ql_All	 0.236
	 0.283	 0.161	 0.120
	 0.892
Ql_A10	 0.131	 0.195	 0.048
	 0.021	 0.385	 0.885
Q1_A9	 0.017
	 0.095	 0.104
	 0.126	 0.154	 0.102	 0.778
Q1_A8	 0.087	 0.142	 0.251
	 0.160	 0.099	 -0.009
	 0.129
Q1_A7	 0.096	 0.144
	 0.183	 0.142
	 0.204	 0.073
	 0.012
Q1_A6	 0.118	 0.196	 0.018	 0.144	 0.287
	 0.271	 0.184
Q1_A5	 0.115
	 0.164	 0.079
	 0.181	 0.172
	 0.087
	 0.223
Q1_A4	 0.153
	 0.178	 0.269	 0.139	 0.114	 0.033
	 0.097
Q1_A3	 0.212
	 0.135	 0.178
	 0.182	 0.138	 -0.009	 0.031
Q1_A2	 0.268
	 0.230	 0.201
	 0.166	 0.362	 0.195	 0.170
Ql_Al	 0.231
	 0.068	 0.218
	 0.230	 0.120	 0.009
	 0.150
Q1_A8	 Q1_A7	 Q1_A6	 Q1_A5	 Q1_A4	 Q1_A3	 Q1_A2
Q1_A8	 0.882
Q1_A7	 0.227	 1.157
Q1_A6	 0.111	 0.101	 0.958
Q1_A5	 0.064	 0.083	 0.324	 0.818
Q1_A4	 0.317
	 0.160	 0.184
	 0.060
	 0.653
Q1_A3	 0.151	 0.319	 0.146
	 0.041	 0.237	 0.762
Q1_A2	 0.218	 0.134
	 0.231	 0.138	 0.345
	 0.241	 0.804
Ql_Al	 0.204	 0.188
	 0.063	 0.098	 0.326
	 0.320	 0.280
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Ql_Al	 0.724
Regression Weights: Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Ql_Al
CSO < 	  BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 	 0.301	 0.090	 3.351
SSC < 	  BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 	 0.380	 0.086	 4.394
SG < 	  BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 	 0.634	 0.082	 7.702
TABSP < 	
 BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 	 0.964	 0.098	 9.850
IABSP < 	
 BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 	 1.151	 0.103	 11.147
OABSP < 	  BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 	 0.974	 0.106	 9.170
Performance <- BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_
	 0.612	 0.082	 7.417
OAISP < 	  BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4
	 1.127	 0.101	 11.171
IAISP <---- BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4
	 1.121	 0.096	 11.644
TAISP <---- BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4
	 1.000
Ql_Al < 	  SG	 1.000
Q1_A2 < 	  SG	 1.046	 0.166	 6.290
Q1_A3 < 	  SG	 0.896	 0.155	 5.762
Ql_A4 < 	  SG	 1.211	 0.166	 7.300
Ql_A5 < 	
 SSC	 1.000
Ql_A6 < 	
 SSC	 1.258	 0.359	 3.499
Q1_A7 < 	
 SSC	 2.030	 0.503	 4.039
Ql_A8 < 	
 SSC	 1.545
	 0.400	 3.867
Q1_A9 < 	
 SSC	 1.227	 0.338	 3.625
Q1_A10 < 	
 CSO	 1.000
Ql_All < 	
 CSO	 1.449	 ‘0.509	 2.846
Q1_Al2 < 	
 CSO	 1.637	 0.529	 3.094
Q1_A13 < 	
 CSO	 1.734	 0.561	 3.089
Ql_A14 < 	
 CSO	 1.068	 0.414	 2.579
Ql_A15 < 	
 CSO	 1.274	 0.466	 2.733
QI_A16 < 	
 CSO	 1.113	 0.441	 2.523
Ql_A17 < 	
 CSO	 1.699	 0.544	 3.123
Ql_B1 < 	
 OABSP	 1.000
Q1_B2 < 	
 OABSP	 1.016	 0.081
	 12.585
Ql_B3 < 	
 OABSP	 1.125	 0.105	 10.735
Ql_B4 <
	
 OABSP	 0.778	 0.102	 7.659
Q1_B5 < 	
 OABSP	 0.841	 0.110	 7.633
Ql_B6 < 	
 OABSP	 1.057	 0.124	 8.505
Q1_B7 < 	
 OABSP	 1.038	 0.120
	 8.674
Q1_B8 < 	
 OABSP	 1.048	 0.119	 8.795
Q1_B9 < 	
 OABSP	 1.179	 0.124	 9.501
Ql_B10 < 	
 IABSP	 1.000
Ql_Bll < 	
 IABSP	 0.951	 0.085	 11.124
Q1_B12 < 	
 IABSP	 0.918	 0.083	 11.125
Ql_B13 < 	
 TABSP	 1.000
Ql_B14 < 	
 TABSP	 0.776	 0.101	 7.702
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Q1_B15 < 	 TABSP 1.134 0.131 8.676
profit < 	 Performance 1.000
incom_gw < 	 Performance 0.660 0.097 6.781
sales_gw < 	 Performance 0.863 0.095 9.083
Q2_B1 < 	 OAISP 1.000
Q2_B2 < 	 OAISP 1.033 0.086 11.942
Q2_B3 < 	 OAISP 1.109 0.097 11.489
Q2_B4 < 	 OAISP 0.857 0.084 10.180
Q2_B5 <
	
OAISP 0.817 0.080 10.159
Q2_B6 < 	 OAISP 0.926 0.084 10.982
Q2_B7 < 	 OAISP 0.988 0.084 11.756
Q2_B8 < 	 OAISP 0.875 0.081 10.854
Q2_B9 < 	 OAISP 0.738 0.074 9.977
Q2_B10 < 	 IAISP 1.000
Q2_B11 < 	 IAISP 0.827 0.072 11.412
Q2_B12 < 	 IAISP 0.800 0.068 11.685
Q2_B13 < 	 TAISP 1.000
Q2_B14 < 	 TAISP 1.064 0.095 11.161
Q2_B15 < 	 TAISP 1.016 0.091 11.127
Standardized Regression Weights: Estimate
CSO < 	
 BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 1.000
SSC < 	  BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 1.000
SG < 	  BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 1.000
TABSP < 	
 BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 1.000
IABSP < 	
 BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 1.000
OABSP < 	  BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 1.000
Performance <- BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_ 0.538
OAISP < 	  BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 1.000
IAISP < 	
 BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 1.000
TA1SP < 	  BS_ISP_Strategic Fit_Fx4 1.000
Ql_Al < 	  SG 0.480
Q1_A2 < 	
 SG 0.477
Q1_A3 < 	
 SG 0.419
Q1_A4 < 	  SG 0.613
Q1_A5 < 	
 SSC 0.271
Q1_A6 < 	
 SSC 0.314
QI_A7 < 	
 SSC 0.462
Q1_A8 < 	  SSC 0.403
Ql_A9 < 	  SSC 0.340
Ql_A10 < 	  CSO 0.206
Ql_All < 	  CSO 0.297
Q1_Al2 < 	  CSO 0.400
Q1_A13 < 	  CSO 0.397
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Covariances:
el <
e2 <
el <
Q1_A14 < 	  CSO	 0.233
QI_A15 < 	  CSO	 0.266
Q1_A16 < 	  CSO	 0.222
Q1_A17 < 	  CSO	 0.417
Ql_B1 < 	  OABSP	 0.576
Q1_B2 < 	  OABSP	 0.588
Q1_B3 < 	  OABSP	 0.623
Q1_B4 < 	  OABSP	 0.532
Q1_B5 < 	  OABSP	 0.530
Q1_B6 < 	  OABSP	 0.612
Q1_B7 < 	  OABSP	 0.629
Q1_B8 < 	  OABSP	 0.642
Q1_B9 < 	  OABSP	 0.719
Ql_B10 < 	  IABSP	 0.710
Ql_Bll < 	  IABSP	 0.680
Q1_B12 < 	  IABSP	 0.680
Q1_B13 < 	  TABSP	 0.622
Q1_B14 < 	  TABSP	 0.506
Q1_B15 < 	  TABSP	 0.582
profit < 	  Performance	 0.846
incom_gw < 	  Performance	 0.469
sales_gw < 	  Performance	 0.712
Q2_B1 < 	  OAISP	 0.711
Q2_B2 < 	  OAISP	 0.728
Q2_B3 < 	  OAISP	 0.701
Q2_B4 < 	  OAISP	 0.621
Q2_B5 < 	  OAISP	 0.620
Q2_B6 < 	  OAISP	 0.670
Q2_B7 < 	  OAISP	 0.717
Q2_B8 < 	  OAISP	 0.662
Q2_B9 < 	  OAISP	 0.609
Q2_B10 < 	  IAISP	 0.744
Q2_B11 < 	  IAISP	 0.669
Q2_B12 < 	  IAISP	 0.684
Q2_B13 < 	  TAISP	 0.681
Q2_B14 < 	  TAISP	 0.711
Q2_B15 < 	  TAISP	 0.708
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
> e2	 0.444	 0.055	 8.039
> e3	 0.404	 0.054	 7.471
> e3	 0.282	 0.052	 5.464
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Correlations:	 Estimate
el <
e2 <
el <
Standardized Direct Effects
BS_ISP_S TAISP
TAISP	 1.000	 0.000
IAISP	 1.000
	 0.000
OAISP	 1.000	 0.000
Performan
	 0.538	 0.000
TABSP	 1.000	 0.000
IABSP	 1.000	 0.000
OABSP	 1.000	 0.000
CSO	 1.000	 0.000
SSC	 1.000	 0.000
SG	 1.000	 0.000
Q2_B15	 0.000	 0.708
Q2_B14	 0.000	 0.711
Q2_B13	 0.000	 0.681
Q2_B12	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_Bll	 0.000
	 0.000
Q2_B10	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B9	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B8	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B7	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B6	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B5	 0.000
	 0.000
Q2_B4	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B3	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B2	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B1	 0.000	 0.000
sales_gw
	 0.000	 0.000
incom_gw	 0.000	 0.000
profit	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_B15	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B14	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_B13	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_B12	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_Bll	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_B10	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B9	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_B8	 0.000	 0.000
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	 > e2 0.569
	 > e3 0.520
	 > e3 0.358
IAISP OA1SP Performa TABSP IABSP
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.684 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.669 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.744 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.609 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.662 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.717 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.670 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.620 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.621 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.701 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.728 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.711 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.712 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.469 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.846 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.582 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.506 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.622 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.680
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.680
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.710
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
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Q1_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A17 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A16 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_All 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_A10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_Al 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
OABSP	 CSO	 SSC	 SG
TAISP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IAISP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OAISP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Performan	 0.000
	 0.000
	 0.000
	 0.000
TABSP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IABSP	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OABSP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
CSO	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SSC	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SG	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B12	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B11	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q2_B10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B8	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q2_B6	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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P	 CMIN/DF
	
0.000	 4.139
	
0.000
	 8.017
Q2_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
sales_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
incom_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
profit 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_Bll 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
QI_B10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B9 0.719 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B8 0.642 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B7 0.629 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B6 0.612 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B5 0.530 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B4 0.532 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B3 0.623 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B2 0.588 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B1 0.576 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A17 0.000 0.417 0.000 0.000
Q1_A16 0.000 0.222 0.000 0.000
Q1_A15 0.000 0.266 0.000 0.000
Q1_A14 0.000 0.233 0.000 0.000
Q1_A13 0.000 0.397 0.000 0.000
Q1_Al2 0.000 0.400 0.000 0.000
Ql_All 0.000 0.297 0.000 0.000
QI_A10 0.000 0.206 0.000 0.000
Q1_A9 0.000 0.000 0.340 0.000
Q1_A8 0.000 0.000 0.403 0.000
Q1_A7 0.000 0.000 0.462 0.000
Q1_A6 0.000 0.000 0.314 0.000
Q1_A5 0.000 0.000 0.271 0.000
Q1_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.613
Q1_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.419
Q1_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.477
Ql_Al 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.480
Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF
	
Default model	 104	 4846.460 1171
	
Saturated model	 1275	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model	 50	 9820.974 1225
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Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model	 0.086	 0.525	 0.483
	 0.482
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 1.000
	
Independence model	 0.311	 0.160	 0.126
	 0.154
	
DELTA1	 RHO1	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model	 0.507	 0.484	 0.575
	 0.553	 0.572
	
Saturated model	 1.000
	 1.000	 1.000
	
Independence model	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.956
	
0.484
	
0.547
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 NCP	 LO 90
	 HI 90
	
Default model	 3675.460	 3464.340
	 3893.984
	
Saturated model
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 8595.974	 8283.579	 8914.927
Model	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90	 HI 90
Default model
Saturated model
Independence model
17.496
0.000
35.455
13.269
0.000
31.032
12.507
0.000
29.905
14.058
0.000
32.184
Model	 RMSEA	 LO 90	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
	
Default model
	
0.106	 0.103
	
0.110	 0.000
	
Independence model
	
0.159	 0.156
	
0.162	 0.000
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Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model	 5054.460	 5101.398	 5838.583	 5535.732
	
Saturated model	 2550.000	 3125.442	 12163.046	 8450.217
	
Independence model	 9920.974	 9943.540	 10297.956	 10152.355
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90	 HI 90	 MECVI
Default model
Saturated model
Independence model
18.247
9.206
35.816
17.485
9.206
34.688
19.036
9.206
36.967
18.417
11.283
35.897
	
HOELTER	 HOELTER
Model	 .05	 .01
	
Default model	 72	 74
	
Independence model	 37	 38
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Effects of the Strategic Alignment Fxc
on
Business Performance
Sample size:	 278
Chi-square = 8082.621
Degrees of freedom = 2011
Probability level = 0.000
Sample Covariances
Q2_B15 Q2_B14 Q2_B13 Q2_B12 Q2_B11 Q2_B10 Q2_B9
Q2_B15	 0.854
Q2_B14	 0.559	 0.932
Q2_B13	 0.519	 0.525	 0.894
Q2_B12	 0.484	 0.439	 0.407	 0.716
Q2_B11	 0.355	 0.376	 0.499	 0.394	 0.799
Q2_B10	 0.466	 0.402	 0.481	 0.501	 0.513	 0.944
Q2_B9	 0.410	 0.446	 0.362	 0.306	 0.296
	 0.311	 0.774
Q2_B8	 0.422	 0.477	 0.437	 0.386	 0.301	 0.448	 0.597
Q2_B7	 0.391	 0.539	 0.445	 0.415	 0.44,8	 0.498
	 0.563
Q2_B6	 0.453	 0.444	 0.488	 0.358	 0.382	 0.423	 0.557
Q2_B5	 0.355	 0.433	 0.380	 0.355	 0.450	 0.419	 0.467
Q2_B4	 0.504	 0.494	 0.468	 0.326	 0.295	 0.339
	 0.449
Q2_B3	 0.527	 0.521	 0.470	 0.432	 0.454	 0.548	 0.470
Q2_B2	 0.512	 0.512	 0.453	 0.395	 0.359	 0.477	 0.397
Q2_B1	 0.453	 0.581	 0.491	 0.379	 0.375	 0.467	 0.539
Q2_Al2	 0.435	 0.452	 0.392	 0.325	 0.323	 0.430	 0.302
Q2_All	 0.346	 0.344	 0.395	 0.256	 0.345	 0.348	 0.371
Q2_A10	 0.579	 0.536	 0.576	 0.396	 0.385	 0.489	 0.356
Q2_A9	 0.442	 0.397	 0.448
	 0.323	 0.265	 0.346	 0.357
Q2_A8	 0.428	 0.479	 0.436	 0.381	 0.333	 0.461	 0.426
Q2_A7	 0.164	 0.212	 0.211	 0.345	 0.169	 0.321	 0.106
Q2_A15	 0.439	 0.366	 0.483	 0.368	 0.418	 0.498	 0.334
Q2_A14	 0.417	 0.394	 0.472	 0.376	 0.417	 0.494	 0.466
Q2_A13	 0.467	 0.486	 0.473	 0.399	 0.490	 0.552	 0.296
Q2_A6	 0.414	 0.471	 0.383	 0.320	 0.340	 0.378	 0.386
Q2_A5	 0.302	 0.441	 0.480	 0.242	 0.310	 0.421	 0.275
Q2_A4	 0.342	 0.492	 0.437	 0.303	 0.421	 0.414	 0.306
Q2_A3	 0.297	 0.351	 0.347	 0.210	 0.302	 0.242	 0.310
Q2_A2	 0.452	 0.413	 0.565	 0.317	 0.331	 0.340	 0.305
Q2_Al	 0.437	 0.533	 0.549	 0.341	 0.398
	 0.488	 0.303
Appendix 27	 575
sales_gw 0.301 0.344 0.444 0.198 0.234 0.175 0.234
incom_gw 0.156 0.184 0.202 0.143 0.053 0.130 0.020
profit 0.437 0.466 0.452 0.265 0.303 0.246 0.331
Q1_B15 0.545 0.571 0.425 0.504 0.495 0.597 0.322
Q1_B14 0.373 0.427 0.341 0.282 0.214 0.282 0.151
Q1_B13 0.437 0.383 0.388 0.372 0.467 0.529 0.225
Q1_B12 0.364 0.405 0.451 0.394 0.441 0.628 0.214
Ql_Bll 0.412 0.419 0.406 0.383 0.460 0.528 0.336
Ql_B10 0.379 0.470 0.403 0.415 0.514 0.593 0.309
Q1_B9 0.480 0.397 0.440 0.395 0.502 0.534 0.293
Q1_B8 0.379 0.319 0.259 0.357 0.338 0.528 0.257
Q1_B7 0.395 0.284 0.312 0.288 0.422 0.464 0.289
Q1_B6 0.334 0.289 0.314 0.272 0.352 0.432 0.285
Q1_B5 0.162 0.252 0.235 0.220 0.349 0.449 0.167
Q1_B4 0.306 0.357 0.274 0.233 0.231 0.312 0.224
Q1_B3 0.389 0.419 0.371 0.394 0.425 0.547 0.299
Q1_B2 0.404 0.392 0.355 0.316 0.397 0.504 0.371
Ql_B1 0.338 0.411 0.413 0.355 0.358 0.492 0.393
Q1_A17 0.227 0.162 0.136 0.169 0.185 0.227 0.180
Q1_A16 0.105 0.154 0.143 0.072 0.020 0.063 0.050
Q1_A15 0.249 0.221 0.273 0.146 -0.012 0.125 0.102
Q1_A14 0.191 0.248 0.137 0.105 0.033 0.118 -0.002
Q1_A13 0.297 0.339 0.214 0.316 0.200 0.230 0.075
Q1_Al2 0.185 0.159 0.179 0.211 0.206 0.346 0.125
Q1_A11 0.143 0.252 0.113 0.197 0.076 0.132 0.168
Ql_A10 0.098 0.204 0.052 0.040 0.043 0.027 0.127
Q1_A9 0.130 0.202 0.095 0.097 0.179 0.187 0.163
Q1_A8 0.256 0.313 0.161 0.208 0.185 0.381 0.118
Q1_A7 0.368 0.387 0.358 0.275 0.391 0.321 0.316
Q1_A6 0.112 0.230 0.164 0.147 0.146 0.255 0.134
Q1_A5 0.117 0.106 0.097 0.113 0.139 0.205 0.077
Q1_A4 0.356 0.359 0.334 0.310 0.211 0.393 0.224
Q1_A3 0.250 0.279 0.361 0.249 0.269 0.268 0.086
Q1_A2 0.316 0.373 0.329 0.282 0.220 0.324 0.186
Ql_Al 0.235 0.332 0.350 0.229 0.258 0.274 0.153
Q2_B8
	 Q2_B7	 Q2_B6	 Q2_B5	 Q2_B4
	 Q2_B3	 Q2_B2
Q2_B8	 0.921
Q2_B7	 0.681	 1.001
Q2_B6	 0.661	 0.686	 1.006
Q2_B5	 0.418	 0.525	 0.471	 0.915
Q2_B4	 0.513	 0.519	 0.639	 0.464	 1.004
Q2_B3	 0.590
	 0.588	 0.687
	 0.504	 0.674	 1.322
Q2_B2	 0.576
	 0.556	 0.593	 0.410	 0.581	 0.839	 1.061
Q2_B1	 0.643	 0.635	 0.668	 0.438	 0.550	 0.684	 0.705
Q2_Al2	 0.419	 0.395	 0.334	 0.210	 0.266	 0.441	 0.495
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Q2_A11 0.410 0.434 0.438 0.252 0.185 0.373 0.347
Q2_A10 0.525 0.500 0.475 0.263 0.399 0.504 0.583
Q2_A9 0.492 0.466 0.413 0.209 0.359 0.428 0.511
Q2_A8 0.551 0.507 0.378 0.275 0.318 0.512 0.563
Q2_A7 0.212 0.267 0.149 0.000 -0.021 0.265 0.231
Q2_A15 0.400 0.489 0.441 0.416 0.359 0.547 0.552
Q2_A14 0.511 0.526 0.479 0.337 0.384 0.516 0.481
Q2_A13 0.374 0.430 0.385 0.348 0.330 0.452 0.526
Q2_A6 0.387 0.429 0.462 0.263 0.357 0.397 0.369
Q2_A5 0.439 0.461 0.494 0.226 0.319 0.490 0.478
Q2_A4 0.418 0.508 0.367 0.232 0.234 0.400 0.446
Q2_A3 0.377 0.319 0.355 0.234 0.365 0.414 0.343
Q2_A2 0.316 0.361 0.364 0.280 0.394 0.341 0.410
Q2_A1 0.364 0.438 0.437 0.167 0.329 0.301 0.439
sales_gw 0.249 0.277 0.247 0.249 0.324 0.312 0.328
incom_gw 0.072 -0.004 0.081 -0.041 0.144 0.016 0.099
profit 0.262 0.258 0.320 0.228 0.408 0.336 0.380
Q1_B15 0.472 0.657 0.430 0.423 0.306 0.414 0.449
Q1_B14 0.230 0.304 0.265 0.302 0.276 0.387 0.388
Q1_B13 0.256 0.342 0.323 0.274 0.238 0.494 0.492
Q1_B12 0.320 0.435 0.276 0.252 0.278 0.518 0.432
Q1_B11 0.329 0.411 0.361 0.437 0.489 0.559 0.503
Ql_B10 0.310 0.464 0.364 0.495 0.375 0.628 0.520
Q1_B9 0.348 0.423 0.419 0.396 0.363 0.596 0.534
Q1_B8 0.361 0.435 0.358 0.371 0.367 0.406 0.442
Q1_B7 0.272 0.378 0.381 0.419 0.434 0.477 0.437
Q1136 0.297 0.369 0.426 0.378 0.428 0.621 0.453
Q1_B5 0.160 0.195 0.194 0.313 0.160 0.418 0.336
Q1_B4 0.307 0.307 0.280 0.206 0.254 0.329 0.335
Q1_B3 0.441 0.506 0.499 0.251 0.308 0.703 0.611
Q1_B2 0.466 0.464 0.439 0.231 0.291 0.492 0.535
Ql_B1 0.491 0.449 0.386 0.326 0.249 0.389 0.430
Q1_A17 0.189 0.212 0.226 0.162 0.179 0.175 0.237
Q1_A16 0.021 0.147 0.103 0.187 0.139 0.049 0.119
Q1_A15 0.122 0.066 0.150 -0.052 0.124 0.159 0.255
Q1_A14 0.106 0.117 -0.034 -0.046 0.011 0.086 0.152
Q1_A13 0.070 0.202 0.066 0.226 0.196 0.150 0.190
Q1_Al2 0.160 0.166 0.064 0.147 0.019 0.144 0.205
Ql_All 0.167 0.234 0.117 0.150 0.097 0.157 0.181
Ql_A10 0.142 0.205 0.135 0.102 0.145 0.163 0.179
Q1_A9 0.110 0.159 0.124 0.292 0.105 0.236 0.178
Q1_A8 0.190 0.252 0.203 0.251 0.283 0.255 0.262
Q1_A7 0.369 0.372 0.319 0.301 0.327 0.504 0.483
Q1_A6 0.218 0.216 0.200 0.119 -0.006 0.160 0.160
Q1_A5 0.156 0.176 0.073 0.108 0.039 0.243 0.198
Q1_A4 0.298 0.388 0.348 0.270 0.296 0.329 0.299
Q1_A3 0.176 0.210 0.171 0.138 0.175 0.263 0.270
Q1_A2 0.244 0.285 0.258 0.274 0.266 0.252 0.265
Ql_Al 0.180 0.266 0.250 0.218 0.212 0.232 0.278
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Q2_B1	 Q2_Al2 Q2_A11 Q2_A10 Q2_A9
	 Q2_A8	 Q2_A7
	
Q2_B1	 1.042
Q2_Al2	 0.420	 0.878
	
Q2_A11	 0.452	 0.487	 0.989
Q2_A10	 0.565	 0.730	 0.741	 1.331
	
Q2_A9	 0.514	 0.565
	 0.492	 0.755	 1.107
	
Q2_A8	 0.554	 0.671
	 0.528	 0.817	 0.697	 1.128
	
Q2_A7	 0.246
	 0.410	 0.369
	 0.547	 0.503
	 0.544	 1.283
	
Q2_A15	 0.459	 0.541	 0.475
	 0.640	 0.487	 0.502	 0.272
Q2_A14	 0.472	 0.532
	 0.563	 0.673	 0.509	 0.566	 0.177
	
Q2_A13
	
0.471	 0.730	 0.572
	 0.795	 0.518	 0.653	 0.383
	
Q2_A6	 0.423	 0.448	 0.575	 0.698	 0.430	 0.549	 0.336
	
Q2_A5	 0.497	 0.533	 0.610	 0.795	 0.484
	 0.450	 0.426
	
Q2_A4	 0.367	 0.652	 0.615
	 0.773	 0.456	 0.576	 0.464
	
Q2_A3	 0.420	 0.378	 0.446	 0.536	 0.470	 0.417	 0.127
	
Q2_A2	 0.378	 0.451	 0.488	 0.701	 0.503	 0.513
	 0.247
	
Q2_A1	 0.415	 0.573	 0.523	 0.791	 0.578	 0.509	 0.520
sales_gw	 0.341	 0.182	 0.159	 0.351
	 0.236
	 0.257
	 0.153
incom_gw	 0.131
	 0.103
	 0.052
	 0.112
	 0.102	 0.108	 0.100
	
profit	 0.350	 0.216
	 0.201
	 0.348
	 0.235	 0.238	 0.118
	
Q1_B15
	 0.373	 0.514	 0.496	 0.644	 0.430
	 0.416
	 0.294
	
Q1_B14	 0.297	 0.245	 0.128
	 0.248	 0.223	 0.175	 -0.005
	
Q1_B13	 0.352	 0.386	 0.295	 0.374
	 0.317
	 0.319	 0.326
	
Q1_B12	 0.398
	 0.488	 0.339	 0.496	 0.395	 0.450	 0.361
	
Ql_Bll	 0.519
	 0.407
	 0.237	 0.338	 0.270	 0.376	 0.064
	
Ql_B10	 0.508	 0.444	 0.374	 0.371
	 0.322	 0.369	 0.160
	
Q1_B9	 0.419	 0.421	 0.407	 0.486
	 0.308
	 0.421	 0.186
	
Q1_348	 0.348	 0.307	 0.230	 0.324
	 0.213	 0.286	 0.107
	
Q1_B7	 0.371
	 0.344	 0.310	 0.342	 0.332	 0.282
	 -0.044
	
Q1_B6	 0.401
	 0.355	 0.288	 0.281	 0.229
	 0.259	 -0.055
	
Q1_B5	 0.338
	 0.310	 0.162	 0.169	 0.117
	 0.222
	 0.026
	
Q1_B4	 0.366	 0.256	 0.135	 0.223	 0.248
	 0.298	 -0.055
	
Q1_B3	 0.471	 0.415	 0.297
	 0.424	 0.377	 0.425	 0.297
	
Q1_B2	 0.482
	 0.366	 0.323	 0.453	 0.351
	 0.386	 0.138
	
Ql_B1	 0.415	 0.410
	 0.344	 0.489	 0.337	 0.411	 0.239
	
Q1_A17	 0.234	 0.255	 0.247
	 0.273
	 0.232	 0.253
	 0.070
	
Q1_A16
	 0.146	 0.094	 0.165	 0.223	 0.130	 0.141
	 -0.007
	
Q1_A15
	 0.262	 0.212	 0.127	 0.353
	 0.372	 0.260	 0.332
	
Q1_A14	 0.060	 0.128	 0.054	 0.205	 0.145	 0.093	 0.152
	
Q1_A13
	 0.081
	 0.229	 0.034	 0.194	 0.110	 0.150	 0.036
	
Q1_Al2	 0.230	 0.285	 0.227	 0.309	 0.208	 0.329	 0.173
	
Ql_All	 0.257	 0.084	 0.122	 0.119	 0.157	 0.135	 0.152
	
Ql_A10	 0.214
	 0.024	 0.022	 0.090	 0.102	 0.005	 0.082
	
Q1_A9	 0.189	 0.092	 0.075	 0.076	 0.005	 0.175	 0.019
	
Q1_A8	 0.199	 0.244	 0.071	 0.223	 0.191
	 0.203	 0.002
	
Q1_A7	 0.395	 0.350	 0.347
	 0.471	 0.334	 0.374	 0.125
	
Q1_A6	 0.210	 0.153	 0.161	 0.162
	 0.113	 0.168	 0.260
	
Q1_A5	 0.159	 0.179	 0.179	 0.176	 0.066	 0.207	 0.193
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Q1_A4	 0.290	 0.287	 0.217	 0.309	 0.298	 0.255	 0.134
Q1_A3	 0.204	 0.279
	 0.287	 0.360	 0.269	 0.224	 0.263
Q1_A2	 0.333	 0.169	 0.236	 0.288	 0.204	 0.163	 0.116
Ql_Al	 0.271	 0.319	 0.253	 0.342	 0.278
	 0.237	 0.132
Q2_A15 Q2_A14 Q2_A13 Q2_A6
	 Q2_A5	 Q2_A4	 Q2_A3
Q2_A15	 0.946
Q2_A14
	 0.629	 1.185
Q2_A13
	 0.683	 0.610	 1.127
Q2_A6	 0.423	 0.496	 0.540	 1.210
Q2_A5	 0.475	 0.546	 0.613	 0.604	 1.304
Q2_A4	 0.554	 0.621	 0.705	 0.589	 0.794	 1.232
Q2_A3	 0.420	 0.422	 0.472	 0.557	 0.567	 0.456	 0.912
Q2_A2	 0.513	 0.537	 0.574	 0.534
	 0.591	 0.594	 0.603
Q2_A1
	 0.446	 0.525	 0.590	 0.616	 0.762	 0.807	 0.456
sales_gw	 0.191	 0.303	 0.164	 0.262	 0.335	 0.299	 0.311
incom_gw	 0.031	 0.200	 0.077	 0.139	 0.066	 0.145	 0.099
Profit	 0.213	 0.324	 0.235	 0.321	 0.252	 0.373	 0.226
Q1_B15	 0.467	 0.435	 0.571	 0.534	 0.571	 0.746	 0.349
Q1_B14
	 0.223	 0.106	 0.187	 0.149	 0.191	 0.181	 0.080
Q1_B13	 0.366	 0.297	 0.391	 0.241	 0.344	 0.384
	 0.136
Q1_B12	 0.525	 0.472	 0.570	 0.389
	 0.558
	 0.542	 0.343
Ql_Bll	 0.485	 0.443	 0.501	 0.251	 0.376	 0.232
	 0.344
Ql_B10	 0.526	 0.421	 0.575	 0.333
	 0.369
	 0.394	 0.326
Q1_B9	 0.572	 0.492	 0.524	 0.327	 0.413	 0.287	 0.321
Q1_B8	 0.396	 0.359	 0.462	 0.267
	 0.368	 0.234	 0.206
Q1_B7	 0.462	 0.355	 0.444	 0.271
	 0.331	 0.276	 0.363
Q1_B6	 0.500	 0.377	 0.440	 0.257	 0.310
	 0.241	 0.307
Q1_B5	 0.396	 0.335	 0.415	 0.206	 0.334
	 0.180
	 0.282
Q1_B4	 0.236	 0.317	 0.235
	 0.186
	 0.208	 0.100	 0.140
Q1_B3	 0.490	 0.442	 0.479
	 0.307	 0.602	 0.478	 0.256
Q1_B2	 0.443
	 0.452	 0.428	 0.234	 0.497	 0.466
	 0.169
Ql_B1	 0.463	 0.440	 0.483	 0.203	 0.515
	 0.511	 0.169
Q1_A17	 0.321
	 0.232
	 0.252
	 0.144
	 0.055	 0.099	 0.123
Q1_A16	 0.245	 0.041	 0.126	 0.240	 0.167	 0.056	 0.136
Q1_A15	 0.241	 0.237	 0.167	 0.096	 0.191	 0.159	 0.123
Q1_A14
	 0.120	 0.038	 0.092	 0.056	 0.193	 0.156	 -0.014
Q1_A13
	 0.182	 0.115	 0.269	 0.198	 0.044	 0.174	 0.032
Q1_Al2	 0.350	 0.293	 0.337	 0.144	 0.074	 0.191	 0.123
Ql_All	 0.160	 0.039	 0.106	 0.197	 0.157	 0.039	 0.123
Ql_A10	 0.103	 -0.025	 -0.006	 0.127	 0.220
	 0.019	 0.097
Q1_A9	 0.175	 0.090	 0.148	 0.202	 0.227
	 0.085
	 0.114
Q1_A8	 0.177	 0.138	 0.265	 0.251	 0.141	 0.223	 0.096
Q1_A7	 0.343
	 0.505	 0.406	 0.321	 0.348	 0.379
	 0.363
Q1_A6	 0.225	 0.165
	 0.184	 0.177	 0.291	 0.222	 0.085
Q1_A5	 0.297	 0.152	 0.207	 0.122	 0.161	 0.297	 0.076
Q1_A4	 0.307	 0.297	 0.282
	 0.205	 0.313	 0.305	 0.125
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Q1_A3	 0.292	 0.356	 0.359	 0.211	 0.332	 0.306	 0.276
Q1_A2	 0.364	 0.295	 0.229	 0.310	 0.308	 0.257	 0.191
Ql_Al	 0.315	 0.286	 0.311	 0.189	 0.315	 0.365	 0.239
Q2_A2	 Q2_A1	 sales_gw incom_gw profit 	 Q1_B15 Q1_B14
Q2_A2	 1.075
Q2_A1
	 0.615	 1.295
sales_gw	 0.415	 0.333	 0.789
incom_gw	 0.096	 0.177	 0.357	 1.062
profit	 0.379	 0.472	 0.454	 0.357	 0.750
Q1_B15	 0.382	 0.712	 0.240	 0.174	 0.338	 1.462
Q1_B14	 0.151	 0.357	 0.264	 0.184	 0.246	 0.609	 0.907
Q1_B13
	
0.235	 0.508	 0.246	 0.150	 0.324	 0.538	 0.438
Q1_B12	 0.403	 0.485	 0.234	 0.128	 0.189
	 0.498	 0.157
Ql_Bll	 0.414	 0.305	 0.180	 0.084	 0.266	 0.290	 0.214
Ql_B10	 0.296	 0.428
	 0.201	 0.040	 0.238
	 0.488	 0.336
Q1_B9	 0.301	 0.407	 0.104
	 0.043	 0.181	 0.483	 0.343
Q1_B8	 0.209	 0.294
	 0.064	 0.020	 0.087	 0.531	 0.289
Q1_B7	 0.286	 0.304	 0.106	 -0.018	 0.159	 0.397
	 0.271
Q1_B6	 0.191	 0.284	 0.051	 0.032
	 0.098
	 0.276	 0.352
Q1_B5	 0.125	 0.311	 0.084	 0.026	 0.079	 0.143	 0.214
Q1_B4
	 0.061	 0.220	 0.096	 0.137	 0.145	 0.276	 0.376
Q1_B3	 0.231	 0.467	 0.081	 -0.034
	 0.227	 0.568	 0.310
Q1_B2	 0.299	 0.493	 0.092	 0.079	 0.334	 0.468	 0.304
Ql_B1	 0.372	 0.493	 0.121	 -0.010	 0.229	 0.421	 0.289
Q1_A17	 0.116	 0.169	 0.004	 -0.058
	 0.016
	 0.191	 0.128
Q1_A16	 0.168	 0.162	 0.133	 -0.009
	 -0.040	 0.126	 0.293
Q1_A15	 0.259	 0.349	 0.219	 0.205	 0.137	 0.071	 0.191
Q1_A14	 0.111	 0.294	 0.092	 0.043	 0.084
	 0.277	 0.283
Q1_A13	 0.156	 0.175	 0.118	 0.128	 0.162	 0.356
	 0.337
Q1_Al2	 0.191	 0.181	 0.007	 -0.018	 -0.036	 0.193	 0.107
Ql_All
	 0.154	 0.163	 0.058	 0.005	 0.053	 0.168	 0.249
Ql_A10	 0.022	 0.167	 0.036	 -0.081
	 0.054
	 0.131	 0.200
Q1_A9	 0.113	 0.083	 0.076
	 -0.102
	 0.070	 0.084	 0.189
Q1_A8	 0.158	 0.243	 0.093	 0.135	 0.130	 0.396	 0.260
Q1_A7	 0.366	 0.285	 0.203	 0.015
	 0.277	 0.350	 0.198
Q1_A6	 0.142	 0.278	 -0.005
	 -0.052
	 0.029	 0.181	 0.070
Q1_A5	 0.079	 0.050	 0.076	 0.011	 0.030
	 0.192	 0.100
Q1_A4	 0.280	 0.387	 0.149	 0.063	 0.174
	 0.443	 0.296
Q1_A3	 0.374
	 0.364	 0.250	 0.137	 0.176	 0.342	 0.150
Q1_A2	 0.293	 0.310	 0.187
	 0.132	 0.207	 0.316	 0.249
Ql_Al	 0.347	 0.371	 0.199	 0.080	 0.158
	 0.329	 0.224
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Q1_B13 Q1_B12 Ql_Bll
	 Ql_B10 Q1_B9	 Q1_B8	 Q1_B7
Q1_B13	 0.998
Q1_B12	 0.489	 1.003
Ql_Bll	 0.435	 0.554
	 1.076
Ql_B10	 0.433	 0.641	 0.702	 1.093
Q1_B9	 0.500	 0.565	 0.629	 0.608	 1.059
Q1_B8	 0.427	 0.522	 0.584	 0.516	 0.698	 1.051
Q1_B7	 0.396	 0.517	 0.584	 0.587	 0.687	 0.725	 1.071
Q1_B6	 0.366	 0.520	 0.595	 0.668	 0.721	 0.710	 0.806
Ql_B5	 0.326
	 0.521	 0.595	 0.671
	 0.528	 0.519	 0.620
Q1_B4	 0.343
	 0.324	 0.331	 0.267	 0.496	 0.464
	 0.349
Q1_B3	 0.564
	 0.625	 0.453	 0.471	 0.666	 0.633	 0.553
Q1_B2	 0.560	 0.505	 0.426	 0.354	 0.529	 0.504	 0.448
Ql_B1	 0.436	 0.552	 0.469	 0.406	 0.511
	 0.504
	 0.459
Q1_A17
	 0.150
	 0.228
	 0.221
	 0.322
	 0.331
	 0.234	 0.340
Q1_A16	 0.124	 0.091	 0.170	 0.189	 0.140	 0.167	 0.216
Q1_A15
	 0.302	 0.210	 0.116	 0.100	 0.143	 0.022	 0.035
Q1_A14	 0.379	 0.232	 0.071	 0.035	 0.125	 0.141	 0.011
Q1_A13	 0.286	 0.214	 0.219	 0.304	 0.211	 0.237	 0.199
Q1_Al2	 0.216	 0.305
	 0.238	 0.268	 0.305	 0.241	 0.232
Ql_All	 0.217
	 0.136
	 0.250
	 0.144
	 0.162
	 0.191
	 0.077
Ql_A10	 0.125	 0.033	 0.135	 0.007	 0.169	 0.186	 0.121
Q1_A9	 0.216	 0.259	 0.327	 0.286	 0.248	 0.299	 0.289
Q1_A8	 0.277	 0.328	 0.200	 0.303
	 0.222	 0.233	 0.290
Q1_A7	 0.294	 0.260
	 0.269
	 0.315	 0.354	 0.226	 0.310
Q1_A6	 0.173	 0.299	 0.208
	 0.225	 0.287	 0.270	 0.153
Q1_A5	 0.263
	 0.256	 0.109	 0.134	 0.184
	 0.232	 0.131
Q1_A4	 0.295	 0.413
	 0.317	 0.387	 0.335	 0.326
	 0.245
Q1_A3	 0.228	 0.406	 0.293
	 0.335	 0.240	 0.145
	 0.143
Q1_A2	 0.306	 0.296	 0.296
	 0.308	 0.226	 0.175
	 0.107
Q1_A1
	 0.233	 0.369	 0.307
	 0.392	 0.245	 0.200	 0.201
Q1_B6
	 Q1_B5	 Q1_B4	 Q1_B3	 Q1_B2
	 Ql_B1	 Q1_A17
Ql_BO	 1.174
Q1_B5	 0.685	 0.990
Q1_B4
	 0.412	 0.375	 0.841
Q1_B3	 0.532	 0.462	 0.494	 1.282
Q1_B2	 0.435	 0.343	 0.442	 0.854	 1.176
Ql_B1	 0.420
	 0.426
	 0.395
	 0.725
	 0.844	 1.185
Q1_A17	 0.330	 0.253	 0.179	 0.134	 0.147
	 0.172	 0.622
Q1_A16	 0.222	 0.196	 0.114	 -0.037	 -0.035	 0.127
	 0.249
Q1_A15
	 0.074	 0.100	 0.125	 0.110	 0.168	 0.189
	 0.186
Q1_A14	 -0.010	 0.058	 0.227	 0.264	 0.291	 0.332	 0.003
Q1_A13
	 0.224	 0.106	 0.189	 0.173	 0.146	 0.099	 0.117
Q1_Al2	 0.272	 0.247	 0.164	 0.126	 0.195	 0.204	 0.296
Ql_All	 0.130	 0.148	 0.195
	 0.164	 0.185	 0.220	 0.098
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Ql_A10
Ql_A9
Ql_A8
Ql_A7
Ql_A6
Q1_A5
Ql_A4
Ql_A3
Ql_A2
Ql_Al
0.125
0.340
0.171
0.228
0.200
0.201
0.299
0.107
0.153
0.262
0.136
0.397
0.169
0.175
0.278
0.125
0.163
0.149
0.170
0.228
0.128
0.164
0.200
0.258
0.236
0.153
0.287
0.105
0.177
0.101
0.160
0.142
0.160
0.401
0.394
0.308
0.345
0.135
0.169
0.121
0.211
0.141
0.124
0.377
0.350
0.242
0.298
0.125
0.243
0.144
0.180
0.196
0.104
0.276
0.401
0.253
0.310
0.164
0.230
0.249
0.078
0.105
0.117
0.132
0.058
0.080
0.190
0.146
0.124
0.205
Ql_A16 Ql_A15 Q1_A14 Ql_A13
	 Q1_Al2 Ql_All
	 Ql_A10
Ql_A16
Ql_A15
Ql_A14
Ql_A13
Ql_Al2
Ql_A11
Ql_A10
Ql_A9
Ql_A8
Ql_A7
Ql_A6
Ql_A5
Ql_A4
Q1_A3
Ql_A2
Ql_Al
0.944
0.290
0.170
0.126
0.167
0.333
0.282
0.222
0.100
-0.014
0.115
0.146
0.116
0.122
0.275
0.207
0.858
0.273
0.100
0.208
0.236
0.131
0.017
0.087
0.096
0.118
0.115
0.153
0.212
0.268
0.231
0.791
0.130
0.070
0.283
0.195
0.095
0.142
0.144
0.196
0.164
0.178
0.135
0.230
0.068
0.717
0.182
0.161
0.048
0.104
0.251
0.183
0.018
0.079
0.269
0.178
0.201
0.218
0.629
0.120
0.021
0.126
0.160
0.142
0.144
0.181
0.139
0.182
0.166
0.230
0.892
0.385
0.154
0.099
0.204
0.287
0.172
0.114
0.138
0.362
0.120
0.885
0.102
-0.009
0.073
0.271
0.087
0.033
-0.009
0.195
0.009
Q1_A9	 Q1_A8	 Q1_A7	 Ql_A6
	 Ql_A5	 Q1_A4	 Q1_A3
Q1_A9	 0.778
Q1_A8	 0.129	 0.882
Q1_A7	 0.012	 0.227
	 1.157
Q1_A6	 0.184
	 0.111
	 0.101
	 0.958
Q1_A5	 0.223
	 0.064
	 0.083
	 0.324
	 0.818
Ql_A4
	 0.097	 0.317	 0.160	 0.184	 0.060
	 0.653
Ql_A3	 0.031
	 0.151	 0.319
	 0.146	 0.041	 0.237
	 0.762
Q1_A2	 0.170	 0.218	 0.134
	 0.231	 0.138	 0.345	 0.241
Ql_A1	 0.150	 0.204
	 0.188	 0.063
	 0.098	 0.326
	 0.320
Ql_A2	 Ql_Al
Q1_A2	 0.804
Ql_Al	 0.280	 0.724
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Regression Weights:
	
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
CSO < 	  Strategic Alignment_Exc	 0.217	 0.075	 2.890
SSC < 	  Strategic Alignment_Exc	 0.328	 0.072	 4.564
SG < 	  Strategic Alignment_Exc	 0.559	 0.067	 8.304
TABSP < 	  Strategic Alignment_Exc	 0.774	 0.079	 9.831
IABSP < 	  Strategic Alignment_Exc	 0.922	 0.082	 11.226
OABSP < 	
 Strategic Alignment_Exc	 0.824	 0.086	 9.597
	
Performance <- Strategic Alignment_F 	 0.529	 0.068	 7.834
DC < 	  Strategic Alignment_Exc	 0.934	 0.090	 10.421
ISIG < 	
 Strategic Alignment_Exc	 1.000
OIQ < 	  Strategic Alignment_Exc	 0.489	 0.090	 5.435
OAISP < 	
 Strategic Alignment_Exc	 0.946	 0.080	 11.817
IAISP < 	
 Strategic Alignment_Exc	 0.925	 0.076	 12.147
TAISP < 	
 Strategic Alignment_Exc	 0.875	 0.074	 11.794
Ql_Al < 	
 SG	 1.000
Q1_A2 < 	
 SG	 0.986	 0.153
	 6.432
Ql_A3 < 	
 SG	 0.943	 0.148	 6.349
QI_A4 < 	
 SG	 1.117	 0.150	 7.457
Ql_A5 < 	
 SSC	 1.000
Q1_A6 < 	
 SSC	 1.198	 0.339	 3.531
Q1_A7 < 	
 SSC	 2.076
	 0.494	 4.200
Q1_A8 < 	
 SSC	 1.407	 0.365	 3.859
Q1_A9 <
	
 SSC	 1.042	 0.300
	 3.468
Ql_A10 < 	
 CSO	 1.000
Ql_All < 	
 CSO	 1.543
	 0.624	 2.475
Ql_Al2 < 	
 CSO	 2.033	 0.742	 2.740
Ql_A13 < 	
 CSO	 1.859	 0.697
	 2.666
Q1_A14 < 	
 CSO	 1.233	 0.528	 2.337
Ql_A15 < 	
 CSO	 1.713
	 0.668	 2.564
QI_A16 < 	
 CSO	 1.317	 0.569	 2.317
Ql_A17 < 	
 CSO	 1.975
	 0.724	 2.730
Q1_B1 < 	
 OABSP	 1.000
Ql_B2 < 	
 OABSP	 0.993	 0.079	 12.554
Ql_B3 < 	
 OABSP	 1.085	 0.102	 10.662
Ql_B4 < 	
 OABSP	 0.694	 0.098	 7.057
Ql_B5 < 	
 OABSP
	 0.769	 0.107	 7.186
Q1_B6 < 	
 OABSP
	 0.958	 0.120	 7.988
Q1_B7 < 	
 OABSP
	 0.962	 0.116	 8.295
Ql_B8 < 	
 OABSP
	 0.947	 0.115	 8.256
Ql_B9 < 	
 OABSP
	 1.122	 0.121	 9.299
	
 IABSP
	 1.000Ql_B10 <
Ql_Bll < 	
 1ABSP	 0.935	 0.093	 10.012
Q1_B12 < 	
 IABSP
	 0.985	 0.091	 10.840
Q1_B13 < 	
 TABSP
	 1.000
Ql_B14 < 	
 TABSP	 0.722	 0.106
	 6.801
Ql_B15 < 	
 TABSP
	 1.240	 0.143	 8.683
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profit < 	 Performance 1.000
incom_gw < 	 Performance 0.668 0.098 6.835
sales_gw < 	 Performance 0.885 0.095 9.318
Q2_A1 < 	 DC 1.000
Q2_A2 < 	 DC 0.865 0.097 8.935
Q2_A3 < 	 DC 0.738 0.088 8.373
Q2_A4 < 	 DC 0.964 0.104 9.236
Q2_A5 < 	 DC 0.968 0.107 9.056
Q2_A6 < 	 DC 0.863 0.102 8.479
Q2_A13 < 	 ISIG 1.000
Q2_A14 < 	 ISIG 0.929 0.086 10.858
Q2_A15 < 	 ISIG 0.943 0.076 12.382
Q2_A7 < 	 OIQ 1.000
Q2_A8 < 	 01Q 1.863 0.350 5.320
Q2_A9 < 	 OIQ 1.696 0.326 5.205
Q2_A10 < 	 OIQ 2.168 0.401 5.406
Q2_A11 < 	 OIQ 1.606 0.308 5.207
02_Al2 < 	 OIQ 1.790 0.330 5.425
Q2_B1 < 	 OAISP 1.000
Q2_B2 < 	 OAISP 1.032 0.087 11.893
Q2_B3 < 	 OAISP 1.063 0.097 10.976
02_B4 < 	 OAISP 0.811 0.084 9.603
Q2_B5 < 	 OAISP 0.746 0.081 9.261
Q2_B6 < 	 OAISP 0.916 0.085 10.836
Q2_B7 < 	 OAISP 0.985 0.084 11.685
Q2_B8 < 	 OAISP 0.893 0.081 11.048
02_B9 <
	 OAISP 0.738 0.074 9.959
Q2_B10 < 	 IAISP 1.000
Q2_B11 <
	 IAISP 0.833 0.075 11.065
Q2_B12 < 	 IAISP 0.796 0.071 11.169
Q2_B13 <
	 TAISP 1.000
Q2_B14 < 	 TAISP 1.027 0.088 11.650
Q2_B15 < 	 TAISP 0.979 0.084 11.606
Standardized Regression Weights: 	 Estimate
CSO < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 	 1.000
SSC < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 	 1.000
SG < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc	 1.000
TABSP < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 	 1.000
1ABSP < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc	 1.000
OABSP < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc	 1.000
Performance <- Strategic Alignment_F 	 0.558
DC < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 	 1.000
ISIG < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 	 1.000
01Q < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 	 1.000
OAISP < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 	 1.000
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	IAISP < 	
 Strategic Alignment_Fxc
	 1.000
	
TAISP < 	
 Strategic Alignment_Fxc
	 1.000
	
Ql_Al < 	
 SG
	 0.502
	
Q1_A2 < 	
 SG	 0.470
	
Q1_A3 < 	
 SG	 0.461
	
Q1_A4 < 	
 SG	 0.591
	
Q1_A5 < 	
 SSC	 0.277
	
Q1_A6 < 	
 SSC	 0.307
	
Q1_A7 < 	
 SSC	 0.484
	
Q1_A8 < 	
 SSC	 0.376
	
Q1_A9 < 	
 SSC	 0.296
	
Ql_A10 < 	
 CSO	 0.176
	
Ql_All < 	
 CSO	 0.271
	
Q1_Al2 < 	
 CSO	 0.424
	
Q1_A13 < 	
 CSO	 0.364
	
Q1_A14 < 	
 CSO	 0.230
	
QI_A15 < 	
 CSO	 0.306
	
Q1_A16 < 	
 CSO	 0.224
	
Q1_A17 < 	
 CSO	 0.415
	
Ql_B1 <
	
 OABSP
	 0.578
	
Q1_B2 < 	
 OABSP
	 0.577
	
Q1_B3 < 	
 OABSP	 0.603
	
Q1_B4 < 	
 OABSP	 0.476
	
Q1_B5 < 	
 OABSP
	 0.487
	
Q1_B6 < 	
 OABSP
	 0.557
	
Q1_B7 < 	
 OABSP	 0.585
	
Q1_B8 < 	
 OABSP
	 0.582
	
Q1_B9 < 	
 OABSP
	 0.687
	
Ql_B10 <
	
 IABSP
	 0.674
	
Ql_Bll < 	
 IABSP
	 0.635
	
Q1_B12 < 	
 IABSP
	 0.693
	
Q1_B13 < 	
 TABSP	 0.592
	
Q1_B14 < 	
 TABSP
	 0.449
	
QI_B15 < 	
 TABSP
	 0.607
	
profit < 	
 Performance
	 0.836
	
incom_gw	 < 	
 Performance
	 0.470
	
sales_gw	 < 	
 Performance
	 0.722
	
Q2_A1 < 	
 DC	 0.627
	
Q2_A2 < 	
 DC	 0.595
	
Q2_A3 < 	
 DC
	 0.551
Q2_A4 < 	
 DC	 0.619
Q2_A5 < 	
 DC	 0.605
Q2_A6 < 	
 DC
	 0.559
	
Q2_A13 <
	
 ISIG
	 0.720
	
Q2_A14 < 	
 ISIG
	 0.652
	
Q2_A15 < 	
 ISIG
	 0.741
Q2_A7 < 	
 OIQ	 0.330
Q2_A8 < 	
 OIQ	 0.656
Q2_A9 <
	
 OIQ	 0.603
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Covariances:
el <
e2 <
el <
el <
e2 <
el <
Q2_A10 < 	
 OIQ	 0.703
Q2_A11 < 	
 OIQ	 0.604
Q2_Al2 <
	
 OIQ	 0.714
Q2_B1 <
	
 OAISP	 0.708
Q2_B2 <
	
 OAISP	 0.725
Q2_B3 < 	
 OAISP
	 0.669
Q2_B4 < 	
 OAISP	 0.585
Q2_B5 < 	
 OAISP	 0.564
Q2_B6 <
	
 OAISP	 0.660
Q2_B7 <
	
 OAISP	 0.712
Q2_B8 < 	
 OAISP	 0.673
Q2_B9 <
	
 OAISP	 0.607
Q2_B10 < 	
 IAISP	 0.727
Q2_B11 < 	
 IAISP	 0.659
Q2_B12 < 	
 IAISP	 0.665
Q2_B13 < 	
 TAISP	 0.707
Q2_B14 < 	
 TAISP	 0.711
Q2_B15 < 	
 TAISP	 0.708
Estimate
	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
> e2	 0.450
	 0.055	 8.127
> e3	 0.427	 0.056
	 7.686
> e3	 0.295	 0.052
	 5.633
Correlations:
	 Estimate
> e2	 0.573
> e3	 0.533
> e3	 0.368
Squared Multiple Correlations:
	 Estimate
	
Performance	 0.311
	
Q2_B15	 0.502
	
Q2_B14	 0.506
	
Q2_B13	 0.500
	
Q2_B12	 0.442
	
Q2_Bl1	 0.434
	
Q2_B10	 0.529
	
Q2_B9	 0.368
	
Q2_B8	 0.453
	
Q2_B7	 0.507
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Q2_B6 0.436
Q2_B5 0.318
Q2_B4 0.342
Q2_B3 0.447
Q2_B2 0.525
Q2_B1 0.501
Q2_Al2 0.510
Q2_A11 0.364
Q2_A10 0.494
Q2_A9 0.364
Q2_A8 0.430
Q2_A7 0.109
Q2_A15 0.549
Q2_A14 0.426
Q2_A13 0.518
Q2_A6 0.313
Q2_A5 0.366
Q2_A4 0.384
Q2_A3 0.304
Q2_A2 0.354
Q2_A1 0.393
sales_gw 0.521
incom_gw 0.221
profit 0.699
Q1_B15 0.368
Q1_B14 0.201
Q1_B13 0.351
Q1_B12 0.480
Ql_Bil 0.403
Ql_B10 0.454
Q1_B9 0.472
Q1_B8 0.338
Q1_B7 0.343
Q1_B6 0.310
Q1_B5 0.237
Q1_B4 0.227
Q1_B3 0.364
Ql_B2 0.333
	
Q1_B1	 0.335
	
Q1_A17	 0.172
	
Q1_A16
	 0.050
	
Q1_A15
	 0.094
	
Q1_A14	 0.053
	
Q1_A13
	 0.132
	
Q1_Al2	 0.180
	
Ql_All	 0.073
	
Q1_A10	 0.031
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Q1_A9	 0.088
Q1_A8	 0.141
Q1_A7	 0.235
Q1_A6	 0.094
Q1_A5	 0.077
Q1_A4	 0.349
Q1_A3	 0.213
Q1_A2	 0.221
Ql_Al	 0.252
Standardized Direct Effects
Strategi TAISP	 IAISP	 OAISP	 OIQ	 ISIG	 DC
TAISP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IAISP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OAISP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OIQ	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
ISIG	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
DC	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Performan	 0.558	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
TABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
IABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
OABSP	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
CSO	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
SSC	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SG	 1.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B15	 0.000	 0.708	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q2_B14	 0.000	 0.711	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B13	 0.000	 0.707	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B12	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.665	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B11	 0.000	 0.000	 0.659	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.727	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.607	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.673	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q2_B7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.712	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.660	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.564	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.585	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.669	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B2	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.725	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B1	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.708	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_Al2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.714	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A11
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.604	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.703	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A9	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.603	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.656	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_A7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.330	 0.000	 0.000
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Q2_A15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.741 0.000
Q2_A14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.652 0.000
Q2_A13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.720 0.000
Q2_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.559
Q2_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.605
Q2_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.619
Q2_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.551
Q2_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.595
Q2_A1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.627
sales_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
incom_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
profit 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
QI_Bll 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_86 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A17 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A16 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000' 0.000 0.000
Q1_A15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_All 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_A10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A5	 0.000
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A4	 0.000
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
Q1_A3	 0.000
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
Q1_A2	 0.000
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
Ql_Al	 0.000
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
Performa TABSP	 IABSP	 OABSP	 CSO	 SSC	 SG
TAISP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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IAISP 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
OAISP 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
010 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
ISIG 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
DC 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Performan 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
TABSP 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
IABSP 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
OABSP 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
CSO 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
SSC 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
SG 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
02_B15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_BI1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
02_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2B8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
02_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
02_B6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.006 0.000 0.000
02_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
02_All 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
02_A8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
02_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
02_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
sales_gw 0.722 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
incom_gw 0.470 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
profit 0.836 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
QI_B15 0.000 0.607 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B14 0.000 0.449 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
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Q1_B13 0.000 0.592 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B12 0.000 0.000 0.693 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_Bll 0.000 0.000 0.635 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B10 0.000 0.000 0.674 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.687 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.582 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.585 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.557 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.487 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.476 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.603 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.577 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.578 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A17 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.415 0.000 0.000
Q1_A16 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.224 0.000 0.000
Ql_A15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.306 0.000 0.000
Q1_A14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.230 0.000 0.000
Q1_A13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.364 0.000 0.000
Q1_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.424 0.000 0.000
Ql_All 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.271 0.000 0.000
Ql_A10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.176 0.000 0.000
Q1_A9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.296 0.000
Q1_A8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.376 0.000
Q1_A7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.484 0.000
Q1_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.307 0.000
Q1_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.277 0.000
Q1_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.591
Q1_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.461
Q1_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.470
Ql_Al 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.502
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Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 134	 8082.621 2011	 0.000	 4.019
	
Saturated model	 2145	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model	 65	 14788.991 2080	 0.000	 7.110
Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model
	
0.091
	
0.456
	
0.420	 0.428
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.333
	
0.123
	
0.096	 0.119
	
DELTA1	 RHO1	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model
	
0.453
	
0.435
	
0.525
	
0.506
	
0.522
	
Saturated model
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.000
	
0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.967
	
0.438
	
0.505
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 NCP	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model	 6071.621	 5798.302	 6351.780
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 12708.991	 12326.557	 13098.019
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Default model
Independence model
73	 75
41	 42
Model	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90	 HI 90
Default model
Saturated model
Independence model
	
29.179	 21.919
	
0.000	 0.000
	
53.390	 45.881
20.932
0.000
44.500
22.931
0.000
47.285
Model	 RMSEA
	
LO 90	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
	
Default model	 0.104	 0.102	 0.107	 0.000
	
Independence model	 0.149
	
0.146
	
0.151	 0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model	 8350.621	 8434.451	 9396.090	 8970.722
	
Saturated model	 4290.000	 5631.896	 21025.308	 14216.247
	
Independence model	 14918.991	 14959.654	 15426.121	 15219.786
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90	 HI 90	 MECVI
Default model
Saturated model
Independence model
	
30.147	 29.160	 31.158	 30.449
	
15.487	 15.487	 15.487	 20.332
	
53.859	 52.479	 55.264	 54.006
	
HOELTER	 HOELTER
Model	 .05	 .01
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Effects of the Strategic Alignment of Fxc (Modified)
on
Business Performance
Sample size:	 278
Chi-square = 7493.260
Degrees of freedom = 2005
Probability level = 0.000
Sample Statistics:
Mean Std Dev Cases
Q1_A1 5.3777 .8526 278.0
Q1_A2 4.5827 .8984 278.0
Q1_A3 4.8957 .8748 278.0
Q1_A4 5.3094 .8092 278.0
Q1_A5 4.7698 .9058 278.0
Q1_A6 3.8129 .9804 278.0
Q1_A7 4.3309 1.0774 278.0
Q1_A8 4.6511 .9408 278.0
Q1_A9 4.8129 .8836 278.0
Q1_A10 3.9856 .9423 278.0
Q1_A11 4.0144 .9461 278.0
Q1_Al2 5.1906 .7946 278.0
Q1_A13 5.3273 .8480 278.0
Q1_A14 4.0863 .8910 278.0
Q1_A15 4.3417 .9280 278.0
Q1_A16 4.8237 .9732 278.0
Q1_A17 5.6763 .7900 278.0
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Q1_B1 4.7410 1.0904 278.0
Q1_B2 4.6763 1.0863 278.0
Q1_B3 4.6043 1.1344 278.0
Q1_B4 4.6655 .9189 278.0
Q1_135 4.9496 .9969 278.0
Q1_B6 4.9532 1.0855 278.0
Q1_B7 5.1619 1.0367 278.0
Q1_138 4.9460 1.0271 278.0
Q1_B9 5.2662 1.0308 278.0
Q1_B10 4.9712 1.0472 278.0
Q1_B11 4.8813 1.0391 278.0
Q1_B12 5.2698 1.0032 278.0
Q1_B13 4.9065 1.0010 278.0
Q1_614 4.6835 .9541 278.0
Q1_B15 4.8345 1.2112 278.0
Mean SW Dev Cases
Q2_A1 4.3885 1.1401 278.0
Q2_A2 4.5468 1.0388 278.0
Q2_A3 4.9568 .9566 278.0
Q2_A4 5.0719 1.1121 278.0
Q2_A5 4.5576 1.1441 278.0
Q2_A6 4.8129 1.1018 278.0
Q2_A7 4.4496 1.1349 278.0
Q2_A8 4.8381 1.0642 278.0
Q2_A9 4.8165 1.0539 278.0
Q2_A10 5.0000 1.1557 278.0
Q2_A11 4.9964 .9964 278.0
Q2_Al2 5.4317 .9389 278.0
Q2_A13 5.1007 1.0633 278.0
Q2_A14 4.5180 1.0905 278.0
Q2_A15 5.1475 .9743 278.0
Q2_B1 4.6439 1.0227 278.0
Q2_B2 4.4532 1.0318 278.0
Q2_B3 4.5863 1.1517 278.0
Q2_B4 4.5432 1.0036 278.0
Q2_B5 5.0791 .9581 278.0
Q2_B6 4.6439 1.0049 278.0
Q2_37 4.7338 1.0023 278.0
Q2_138 4.8957 .9613 278.0
Q2_139 5.1007 .8814 278.0
Q2_B10 4.8453 .9732 278.0
Q2_B11 4.9928 .8952 278.0
Q21312 5.2878 .8475 278.0
Q2_B13 4.8741 .9473 278.0
Q2_B14 4.7122 .9669 278.0
Q2_B15 5.2914 .9258 278.0
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Sample Covariances
Q2_B15 Q2_B14 Q2_B13 Q2_B12 Q2_Bl1 Q2_B10 Q2_B9
Q2_B15	 0.854
Q2_B14
	 0.559	 0.932
Q2_B13	 0.519	 0.525	 0.894
Q2_B12
	 0.484	 0.439	 0.407	 0.716
Q2_Bll
	 0.355
	 0.376	 0.499	 0.394	 0.799
Q2_B10
	 0.466	 0.402	 0.481	 0.501	 0.513	 0.944
Q2_B9	 0.410	 0.446	 0.362	 0.306	 0.296	 0.311	 0.774
Q2_B8	 0.422
	 0.477	 0.437	 0.386	 0.301	 0.448
	 0.597
Q2_B7	 0.391
	 0.539	 0.445	 0.415	 0.448	 0.498	 0.563
Q2_B6	 0.453	 0.444
	 0.488	 0.358	 0.382
	 0.423	 0.557
Q2_B5	 0.355	 0.433	 0.380	 0.355	 0.450	 0.419	 0.467
Q2_B4	 0.504	 0.494	 0.468	 0.326
	 0.295	 0.339	 0.449
Q2_B3	 0.527
	 0.521	 0.470	 0.432
	 0.454	 0.548	 0.470
Q2_B2	 0.512
	 0.512	 0.453	 0.395	 0.359	 0.477	 0.397
Q2_B1	 0.453	 0.581	 0.491	 0.379
	 0.375	 0.467	 0.539
Q2_Al2
	 0.435
	 0.452	 0.392	 0.325	 0.323	 0.430	 0.302
Q2_A11	 0.346	 0.344	 0.395	 0.256	 0.345
	 0.348
	 0.371
Q2_A10
	 0.579	 0.536	 0.576	 0.396	 0.385	 0.489	 0.356
Q2_A9	 0.442	 0.397	 0.448	 0.323
	 0.265
	 0.346	 0.357
Q2_A8	 0.428	 0.479	 0.436	 0.381	 0.333	 0.461	 0.426
Q2_A7	 0.164	 0.212	 0.211	 0.345	 0.169	 0.321	 0.106
Q2_A15
	 0.439
	 0.366
	 0.483	 0.368	 0.418	 0.498	 0.334
Q2_A14
	 0.417	 0.394	 0.472	 0.376
	 0.417
	 0.494	 0.466
Q2_A13
	 0.467	 0.486	 0.473	 0.399	 0.490
	 0.552	 0.296
Q2_A6	 0.414	 0.471
	 0.383
	 0.320	 0.340'	 0.378	 0.386
Q2_A5	 0.302	 0.441
	 0.480	 0.242	 0.310	 0.421
	 0.275
Q2_A4	 0.342
	 0.492	 0.437	 0.303	 0.421
	 0.414
	 0.306
Q2_A3	 0.297	 0.351	 0.347	 0.210
	 0.302	 0.242	 0.310
Q2_A2	 0.452	 0.413
	 0.565	 0.317	 0.331	 0.340
	 0.305
02_Al	 0.437
	 0.533
	 0.549	 0.341
	 0.398
	 0.488	 0.303
sales_gw	 0.301
	 0.344	 0.444	 0.198	 0.234	 0.175
	 0.234
incom_gw	 0.156
	 0.184	 0.202	 0.143	 0.053	 0.130
	 0.020
profit	 0.437	 0.466	 0.452	 0.265
	 0.303	 0.246	 0.331
Q1_B15	 0.545	 0.571	 0.425	 0.504	 0.495	 0.597
	 0.322
Q1_B14
	
0.373
	 0.427	 0.341	 0.282	 0.214	 0.282
	 0.151
Q1_B13
	
0.437
	 0.383	 0.388	 0.372	 0.467	 0.529	 0.225
Ql_B12	 0.364	 0.405	 0.451	 0.394	 0.441	 0.628	 0.214
Ql_Bll	 0.412	 0.419	 0.406	 0.383	 0.460	 0.528
	 0.336
Ql_B10	 0.379	 0.470	 0.403	 0.415	 0.514	 0.593	 0.309
Q1_B9	 0.480	 0.397	 0.440	 0.395	 0.502	 0.534	 0.293
Q1_B8	 0.379	 0.319	 0.259
	 0.357
	 0.338	 0.528	 0.257
Q1_B7	 0.395	 0.284	 0.312
	 0.288	 0.422	 0.464	 0.289
Q1_B6	 0.334	 0.289	 0.314	 0.272	 0.352
	 0.432	 0.285
Q1_B5	 0.162	 0.252	 0.235	 0.220	 0.349	 0.449	 0.167
Q1_E4	 0.306	 0.357	 0.274
	 0.233	 0.231	 0.312	 0.224
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Q1_B3	 0.389	 0.419	 0.371	 0.394	 0.425	 0.547	 0.299
Q1_B2	 0.404	 0.392	 0.355	 0.316	 0.397	 0.504	 0.371
Ql_B1	 0.338	 0.411	 0.413	 0.355	 0.358	 0.492	 0.393
Q1_A17	 0.227	 0.162	 0.136	 0.169	 0.185	 0.227	 0.180
Q1_A16	 0.105	 0.154	 0.143	 0.072	 0.020	 0.063	 0.050
Q1_A15	 0.249	 0.221	 0.273	 0.146
	 -0.012	 0.125	 0.102
Q1_A14	 0.191
	 0.248	 0.137	 0.105	 0.033	 0.118	 -0.002
Q1_A13	 0.297	 0.339	 0.214	 0.316	 0.200	 0.230	 0.075
Q1_Al2	 0.185	 0.159	 0.179	 0.211	 0.206	 0.346
	 0.125
Ql_All	 0.143	 0.252	 0.113
	 0.197	 0.076	 0.132
	 0.168
Ql_A10	 0.098	 0.204	 0.052	 0.040	 0.043	 0.027	 0.127
Q1_A9	 0.130	 0.202
	 0.095	 0.097	 0.179	 0.187	 0.163
Q1_A8	 0.256	 0.313	 0.161	 0.208	 0.185	 0.381	 0.118
Q1_A7	 0.368	 0.387
	 0.358	 0.275	 0.391	 0.321	 0.316
Q1_A6	 0.112	 0.230	 0.164
	 0.147	 0.146	 0.255	 0.134
Q1_A5	 0.117	 0.106	 0.097	 0.113	 0.139	 0.205
	 0.077
Q1_A4	 0.356	 0.359	 0.334	 0.310	 0.211	 0.393	 0.224
Q1_A3	 0.250	 0.279	 0.361	 0.249	 0.269	 0.268	 0.086
Q1_A2	 0.316	 0.373	 0.329	 0.282	 0.220	 0.324
	 0.186
Ql_Al	 0.235	 0.332	 0.350	 0.229	 0.258	 0.274	 0.153
Q2_B8	 Q2_B7	 Q2_B6	 Q2_B5	 Q2_B4	 Q2_B3
	 Q2_B2
Q2_B8	 0.921
Q2_B7	 0.681	 1.001
Q2_B6	 0.661	 0.686	 1.006
Q2_B5	 0.418	 0.525	 0.471	 0.915
Q2_B4	 0.513	 0.519	 0.639	 0.464	 1.004
Q2_B3	 0.590	 0.588	 0.687	 0.504
	 0.674	 1.322
Q2_B2	 0.576
	 0.556	 0.593	 0.410
	 0.581	 0.839	 1.061
Q2_B1	 0.643
	 0.635	 0.668	 0.438
	 0.550	 0.684	 0.705
Q2_Al2	 0.419
	 0.395	 0.334	 0.210	 0.266
	 0.441	 0.495
Q2_A11	 0.410	 0.434	 0.438	 0.252
	 0.185	 0.373	 0.347
Q2_A10	 0.525	 0.500	 0.475	 0.263
	 0.399	 0.504	 0.583
Q2_A9	 0.492	 0.466	 0.413	 0.209	 0.359	 0.428	 0.511
Q2_A8	 0.551	 0.507	 0.378	 0.275	 0.318	 0.512	 0.563
Q2_A7	 0.212	 0.267	 0.149	 0.000	 -0.021	 0.265	 0.231
Q2_A15	 0.400	 0.489	 0.441	 0.416
	 0.359
	 0.547	 0.552
Q2_A14	 0.511	 0.526	 0.479
	 0.337	 0.384	 0.516	 0.481
Q2_A13	 0.374	 0.430	 0.385	 0.348	 0.330	 0.452
	 0.526
Q2_A6	 0.387	 0.429
	 0.462	 0.263	 0.357	 0.397	 0.369
Q2_A5	 0.439	 0.461	 0.494	 0.226	 0.319
	 0.490	 0.478
Q2_A4	 0.418	 0.508	 0.367
	 0.232	 0.234	 0.400	 0.446
Q2_A3	 0.377	 0.319	 0.355	 0.234	 0.365
	 0.414	 0.343
Q2_A2	 0.316	 0.361	 0.364
	 0.280	 0.394	 0.341	 0.410
Q2_A1	 0.364	 0.438
	 0.437	 0.167	 0.329	 0.301	 0.439
sales_gw	 0.249
	 0.277	 0.247	 0.249	 0.324	 0.312	 0.328
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incom_gw 0.072 -0.004 0.081 -0.041 0.144 0.016 0.099
profit 0.262 0.258 0.320 0.228 0.408 0.336 0.380
Q1_B15 0.472 0.657 0.430 0.423 0.306 0.414 0.449
Q1_B14 0.230 0.304 0.265 0.302 0.276 0.387 0.388
Q1_B13 0.256 0.342 0.323 0.274 0.238 0.494 0.492
Q1_B12 0.320 0.435 0.276 0.252 0.278 0.518 0.432
Ql_Bll 0.329 0.411 0.361 0.437 0.489 0.559 0.503
Ql_B10 0.310 0.464 0.364 0.495 0.375 0.628 0.520
Q1_B9 0.348 0.423 0.419 0.396 0.363 0.596 0.534
Q1_B8 0.361 0.435 0.358 0.371 0.367 0.406 0.442
Q1_B7 0.272 0.378 0.381 0.419 0.434 0.477 0.437
Q1_B6 0.297 0.369 0.426 0.378 0.428 0.621 0.453
Q1_B5 0.160 0.195 0.194 0.313 0.160 0.418 0.336
Q1_B4 0.307 0.307 0.280 0.206 0.254 0.329 0.335
Q1_B3 0.441 0.506 0.499 0.251 0.308 0.703 0.611
Q1_B2 0.466 0.464 0.439 0.231 0.291 0.492 0.535
Ql_B1 0.491 0.449 0.386 0.326 0.249 0.389 0.430
Q1_A17 0.189 0.212 0.226 0.162 0.179 0.175 0.237
Q1_A16 0.021 0.147 0.103 0.187 0.139 0.049 0.119
Q1_A15 0.122 0.066 0.150 -0.052 0.124 0.159 0.255
Q1_A14 0.106 0.117 -0.034 -0.046 0.011 0.086 0.152
Q1_A13 0.070 0.202 0.066 0.226 0.196 0.150 0.190
Q1_Al2 0.160 0.166 0.064 0.147 0.019 0.144 0.205
Ql_All 0.167 0.234 0.117 0.150 0.097 0.157 0.181
Ql_A10 0.142 0.205 0.135 0.102 0.145 0.163 0.179
Q1_A9 0.110 0.159 0.124 0.292 0.105 0.236 0.178
Q1_A8 0.190 0.252 0.203 0.251 0.283 0.255 0.262
Q1_A7 0.369 0.372 0.319 0.301 0.327 0.504 0.483
Q1_A6 0.218 0.216 0.200 0.119 -0.006 0.160 0.160
Q1_A5 0.156 0.176 0.073 0.108 0.039 0.243 0.198
Q1_A4 0.298 0.388 0.348 0.270 0.296 0.329 0.299
Q1_A3 0.176 0.210 0.171 0.138 0.175 0.263 0.270
Q1_A2 0.244 0.285 0.258 0.274 0.266 0.252 0.265
Ql_Al 0.180 0.266 0.250 0.218 0.212 0.232 0.278
Q2_B1	 Q2_Al2 Q2_A11 Q2_A10 Q2_A9
	 Q2_A8
	 Q2_A7
Q2_B1	 1.042
Q2_Al2
	 0.420	 0.878
Q2_A11
	 0.452
	 0.487
	 0.989
Q2_A10	 0.565	 0.730
	 0.741	 1.331
Q2_A9	 0.514	 0.565	 0.492	 0.755	 1.107
Q2_A8	 0.554
	 0.671	 0.528	 0.817	 0.697	 1.128
Q2_A7	 0.246
	 0.410	 0.369	 0.547	 0.503	 0.544	 1.283
Q2_A15	 0.459	 0.541	 0.475	 0.640	 0.487	 0.502
	 0.272
Q2_A14	 0.472	 0.532	 0.563	 0.673	 0.509	 0.566	 0.177
Q2_A13	 0.471	 0.730	 0.572	 0.795	 0.518	 0.653
	 0.383
Q2_A6	 0.423	 0.448	 0.575	 0.698	 0.430	 0.549	 0.336
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Q2_A5 0.497 0.533 0.610 0.795 0.484 0.450 0.426
Q2_A4 0.367 0.652 0.615 0.773 0.456 0.576 0.464
Q2_A3 0.420 0.378 0.446 0.536 0.470 0.417 0.127
Q2_A2 0.378 0.451 0.488 0.701 0.503 0.513 0.247
Q2_A1 0.415 0.573 0.523 0.791 0.578 0.509 0.520
sales_gw 0.341 0.182 0.159 0.351 0.236 0.257 0.153
incom_gw 0.131 0.103 0.052 0.112 0.102 0.108 0.100
profit 0.350 0.216 0.201 0.348 0.235 0.238 0.118
Q1_B15 0.373 0.514 0.496 0.644 0.430 0.416 0.294
Q1_B14 0.297 0.245 0.128 0.248 0.223 0.175 -0.005
Q1_B13 0.352 0.386 0.295 0.374 0.317 0.319 0.326
Q1_B12 0.398 0.488 0.339 0.496 0.395 0.450 0.361
Ql_Bll 0.519 0.407 0.237 0.338 0.270 0.376 0.064
Ql_B10 0.508 0.444 0.374 0.371 0.322 0.369 0.160
Q1_B9 0.419 0.421 0.407 0.486 0.308 0.421 0.186
Q1_B8 0.348 0.307 0.230 0.324 0.213 0.286 0.107
Q1_B7 0.371 0.344 0.310 0.342 0.332 0.282 -0.044
Q1_B6 0.401 0.355 0.288 0.281 0.229 0.259 -0.055
Q1_B5 0.338 0.310 0.162 0.169 0.117 0.222 0.026
Q1_B4 0.366 0.256 0.135 0.223 0.248 0.298 -0.055
Q1_B3 0.471 0.415 0.297 0.424 0.377 0.425 0.297
Q1_B2 0.482 0.366 0.323 0.453 0.351 0.386 0.138
Ql_B1 0.415 0.410 0.344 0.489 0.337 0.411 0.239
Q1_A17 0.234 0.255 0.247 0.273 0.232 0.253 0.070
Q1_A16 0.146 0.094 0.165 0.223 0.130 0.141 -0.007
Q1_A15 0.262 0.212 0.127 0.353 0.372 0.260 0.332
Q1_A14 0.060 0.128 0.054 0.205 0.145 0.093 0.152
Q1_A13 0.081 0.229 0.034 0.194 0.110 0.150 0.036
Q1_Al2 0.230 0.285 0.227 0.309 0.208 . 0.329 0.173
Ql_All 0.257 0.084 0.122 0.119 0.157 0.135 0.152
Ql_A10 0.214 0.024 0.022 0.090 0.102 0.005 0.082
Q1_A9 0.189 0.092 0.075 0.076 0.005 0.175 0.019
Q1_A8 0.199 0.244 0.071 0.223 0.191 0.203 0.002
Q1_A7 0.395 0.350 0.347 0.471 0.334 0.374 0.125
Q1_A6 0.210 0.153 0.161 0.162 0.113 0.168 0.260
Q1_A5 0.159 0.179 0.179 0.176 0.066 0.207 0.193
Q1_A4 0.290 0.287 0.217 0.309 0.298 0.255 0.134
Q1_A3 0.204 0.279 0.287 0.360 0.269 0.224 0.263
Q1_A2 0.333 0.169 0.236 0.288 0.204 0.163 0.116
Ql_Al 0.271 0.319 0.253 0.342 0.278 0.237 0.132
Q2_A15 Q2_A14 Q2_A13 Q2_A6
	 Q2_A5	 Q2_A4	 Q2_A3
Q2_A15
	 0.946
Q2_A14	 0.629	 1.185
Q2_A13
	 0.683
	 0.610	 1.127
Q2_A6	 0.423
	 0.496	 0.540	 1.210
Q2_A5	 0.475	 0.546	 0.613	 0.604
	 1.304
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Q2_A4 0.554 0.621 0.705 0.589 0.794 1.232
Q2_A3 0.420 0.422 0.472 0.557 0.567 0.456 0.912
Q2_A2 0.513 0.537 0.574 0.534 0.591 0.594 0.603
Q2_A1 0.446 0.525 0.590 0.616 0.762 0.807 0.456
sales_gw 0.191 0.303 0.164 0.262 0.335 0.299 0.311
incom_gw 0.031 0.200 0.077 0.139 0.066 0.145 0.099
profit 0.213 0.324 0.235 0.321 0.252 0.373 0.226
Q1_B15 0.467 0.435 0.571 0.534 0.571 0.746 0.349
Q1_B14 0.223 0.106 0.187 0.149 0.191 0.181 0.080
Q1_B13 0.366 0.297 0.391 0.241 0.344 0.384 0.136
Q1_B12 0.525 0.472 0.570 0.389 0.558 0.542 0.343
Ql_Bll 0.485 0.443 0.501 0.251 0.376 0.232 0.344
Ql_B10 0.526 0.421 0.575 0.333 0.369 0.394 0.326
Q1_B9 0.572 0.492 0.524 0.327 0.413 0.287 0.321
Q1_B8 0.396 0.359 0.462 0.267 0.368 0.234 0.206
Q1_B7 0.462 0.355 0.444 0.271 0.331 0.276 0.363
Q1_B6 0.500 0.377 0.440 0.257 0.310 0.241 0.307
Q1_B5 0.396 0.335 0.415 0.206 0.334 0.180 0.282
Q1_B4 0.236 0.317 0.235 0.186 0.208 0.100 0.140
Q1_B3 0.490 0.442 0.479 0.307 0.602 0.478 0.256
Q1_B2 0.443 0.452 0.428 0.234 0.497 0.466 0.169
Ql_B1 0.463 0.440 0.483 0.203 0.515 0.511 0.169
Q1_A17 0.321 0.232 0.252 0.144 0.055 0.099 0.123
Q1_A16 0.245 0.041 0.126 0.240 0.167 0.056 0.136
Q1_A15 0.241 0.237 0.167 0.096 0.191 0.159 0.123
Q1_A14 0.120 0.038 0.092 0.056 0.193 0.156 -0.014
Q1_A13 0.182 0.115 0.269 0.198 0.044 0.174 0.032
Q1_Al2 0.350 0.293 0.337 0.144 0.074 0.191 0.123
Ql_All 0.160 0.039 0.106 0.197 0.157 0.039 0.123
Ql_A10 0.103 -0.025 -0.006 0.127 0.220 0.019 0.097
Q1_A9 0.175 0.090 0.148 0.202 0.227 0.085 0.114
Q1_A8 0.177 0.138 0.265 0.251 0.141 0.223 0.096
Q1_A7 0.343 0.505 0.406 0.321 0.348 0.379 0.363
Q1_A6 0.225 0.165 0.184 0.177 0.291 0.222 0.085
Q1_A5 0.297 0.152 0.207 0.122 0.161 0.297 0.076
Q1_A4 0.307 0.297 0.282 0.205 0.313 0.305 0.125
Q1_A3 0.292 0.356 0.359 0.211 0.332 0.306 0.276
Q1_A2 0.364 0.295 0.229 0.310 0.308 0.257 0.191
Ql_Al 0.315 0.286 0.311 0.189 0.315 0.365 0.239
Q2_A2	 Q2_A1	 sales_gw incom_gw profit	 Q1_B15 Q1_B14
Q2_A2	 1.075
Q2_A1	 0.615	 1.295
sales_gw	 0.415	 0.333	 0.789
incom_gw	 0.096	 0.177	 0.357	 1.062
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profit 0.379 0.472 0.454 0.357 0.750
Q1_B15 0.382 0.712 0.240 0.174 0.338 1.462
Q1_B14 0.151 0.357 0.264 0.184 0.246 0.609 0.907
Q1_B13 0.235 0.508 0.246 0.150 0.324 0.538 0.438
Q1_B12 0.403 0.485 0.234 0.128 0.189 0.498 0.157
Ql_Bll 0.414 0.305 0.180 0.084 0.266 0.290 0.214
Ql_B10 0.296 0.428 0.201 0.040 0.238 0.488 0.336
Q1_B9 0.301 0.407 0.104 0.043 0.181 0.483 0.343
Q1_B8 0.209 0.294 0.064 0.020 0.087 0.531 0.289
Q1_B7 0.286 0.304 0.106 -0.018 0.159 0.397 0.271
Q1_B6 0.191 0.284 0.051 0.032 0.098 0.276 0.352
Q1_B5 0.125 0.311 0.084 0.026 0.079 0.143 0.214
Q1_B4 0.061 0.220 0.096 0.137 0.145 0.276 0.376
Q1_B3 0.231 0.467 0.081 -0.034 0.227 0.568 0.310
Q1_B2 0.299 0.493 0.092 0.079 0.334 0.468 0.304
Ql_B1 0.372 0.493 0.121 -0.010 0.229 0.421 0.289
Q1_A17 0.116 0.169 0.004 -0.058 0.016 0.191 0.128
Q1_A16 0.168 0.162 0.133 -0.009
-0.040 0.126 0.293
Q1_A15 0.259 0.349 0.219 0.205 0.137 0.071 0.191
Q1_A14 0.111 0.294 0.092 0.043 0.084 0.277 0.283
Q1_A13 0.156 0.175 0.118 0.128 0.162 0.356 0.337
Q1_Al2 0.191 0.181 0.007 -0.018 -0.036 0.193 0.107
Ql_All 0.154 0.163 0.058 0.005 0.053 0.168 0.249
Ql_A10 0.022 0.167 0.036 -0.081 0.054 0.131 0.200
Q1_A9 0.113 0.083 0.076 -0.102 0.070 0.084 0.189
Q1_A8 0.158 0.243 0.093 0.135 0.130 0.396 0.260
Q1_A7 0.366 0.285 0.203 0.015 0.277 0.350 0.198
Q1_A6 0.142 0.278 -0.005 -0.052 0.029 0.181 0.070
Q1_A5 0.079 0.050 0.076 0.011 0.030' 0.192 0.100
Q1_A4 0.280 0.387 0.149 0.063 0.174 0.443 0.296
Q1_A3 0.374 0.364 0.250 0.137 0.176 0.342 0.150
Q1_A2 0.293 0.310 0.187 0.132 0.207 0.316 0.249
Ql_Al 0.347 0.371 0.199 0.080 0.158 0.329 0.224
Q1_B13 Q1_B12 Ql_Bll Ql_B10 Q1_B9
	 Q1_B8	 Q1_B7
Q1_B13
	 0.998
Q1_B12	 0.489	 1.003
Ql_Bll	 0.435	 0.554	 1.076
Ql_B10	 0.433
	 0.641	 0.702	 1.093
Q1_B9	 0.500	 0.565	 0.629	 0.608	 1.059
Q1_B8	 0.427	 0.522	 0.584	 0.516	 0.698	 1.051
Q1_B7	 0.396	 0.517	 0.584	 0.587	 0.687	 0.725	 1.071
Q1_B6	 0.366	 0.520	 0.595	 0.668
	 0.721	 0.710	 0.806
Q1_B5	 0.326	 0.521	 0.595	 0.671
	 0.528	 0.519	 0.620
Q1_B4	 0.343	 0.324	 0.331	 0.267	 0.496	 0.464	 0.349
Q1_B3	 0.564	 0.625	 0.453	 0.471	 0.666	 0.633
	
0.553
Q1_B2	 0.560	 0.505	 0.426	 0.354
	 0.529
	 0.504	 0.448
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Ql_B1	 0.436	 0.552	 0.469	 0.406	 0.511	 0.504	 0.459
Q1_A17	 0.150	 0.228	 0.221	 0.322
	 0.331	 0.234	 0.340
Q1_A16	 0.124
	 0.091
	 0.170	 0.189	 0.140	 0.167	 0.216
Q1_A15	 0.302	 0.210	 0.116	 0.100	 0.143	 0.022	 0.035
Q1_A14	 0.379	 0.232	 0.071	 0.035	 0.125	 0.141	 0.011
Q1_A13
	 0.286	 0.214	 0.219	 0.304	 0.211	 0.237
	 0.199
Q1_Al2	 0.216	 0.305	 0.238	 0.268	 0.305
	 0.241	 0.232
Ql_All	 0.217	 0.136	 0.250	 0.144	 0.162
	 0.191	 0.077
Ql_A10
	 0.125	 0.033	 0.135	 0.007	 0.169	 0.186	 0.121
Q1_A9	 0.216	 0.259	 0.327	 0.286
	 0.248
	 0.299	 0.289
Q1_A8	 0.277
	 0.328
	 0.200	 0.303	 0.222	 0.233	 0.290
Q1_A7	 0.294
	 0.260
	 0.269	 0.315	 0.354	 0.226	 0.310
Q1_A6	 0.173
	 0.299	 0.208	 0.225	 0.287
	 0.270	 0.153
Q1_A5	 0.263
	 0.256	 0.109	 0.134	 0.184	 0.232	 0.131
Q1_A4	 0.295
	 0.413	 0.317	 0.387	 0.335
	 0.326	 0.245
Q1_A3	 0.228
	 0.406	 0.293	 0.335	 0.240
	 0.145	 0.143
Q1_A2	 0.306
	 0.296	 0.296	 0.308	 0.226
	 0.175	 0.107
Ql_Al	 0.233
	 0.369
	 0.307	 0.392
	 0.245	 0.200	 0.201
Q1_B6
	 Q1_B5	 Q1_B4	 Q1_B3	 Q1_B2	 Ql_B1
	 Q1_A17
Q1_B6	 1.174
Q1_B5	 0.685	 0.990
Q1_B4	 0.412
	 0.375	 0.841
Q1_83	 0.532
	 0.462
	 0.494	 1.282
Q1_B2	 0.435	 0.343
	 0.442	 0.854
	 1.176
Ql_B1	 0.420	 0.426
	 0.395	 0.725	 0.844
	 1.185
Q1_A17	 0.330	 0.253
	 0.179	 0.134	 0.147 .
	0.172	 0.622
Q1_A16
	 0.222	 0.196
	 0.114	
-0.037	 -0.035
	 0.127	 0.249
Q1_A15
	 0.074	 0.100	 0.125
	 0.110	 0.168	 0.189
	 0.186
Q1_A14
	 -0.010	 0.058	 0.227	 0.264	 0.291
	 0.332	 0.003
Q1_A13
	 0.224
	 0.106	 0.189	 0.173
	 0.146	 0.099
	 0.117
Q1_Al2
	 0.272	 0.247	 0.164
	 0.126	 0.195
	 0.204	 0.296
Ql_All
	 0.130
	 0.148	 0.195
	 0.164	 0.185
	 0.220	 0.098
Ql_A10
	 0.125
	 0.136	 0.128	 0.160
	 0.211	 0.180	 0.078
Q1_A9
	 0.340
	 0.397	 0.164	 0.142
	 0.141	 0.196	 0.105
Q1_A8
	 0.171
	 0.169	 0.200	 0.160
	 0.124	 0.104	 0.117
Q1_A7	 0.228	 0.175	 0.258	 0.401
	 0.377	 0.276	 0.132
Q1_A6	 0.200
	 0.278	 0.236	 0.394	 0.350
	 0.401	 0.058
Q1_A5	 0.201	 0.125	 0.153
	 0.308	 0.242	 0.253	 0.080
Q1_A4	 0.299	 0.163
	 0.287	 0.345	 0.298	 0.310
	 0.190
Q1_A3	 0.107	 0.149	 0.105
	 0.135
	 0.125	 0.164	 0.146
Q1_A2
	 0.153	 0.170	 0.177
	 0.169
	 0.243	 0.230	 0.124
Ql_Al	 0.262	 0.228	 0.101	 0.121	 0.144	 0.249	 0.205
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Regression Weights: Estimate
	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
Q1_A16 Q1_A15 Q1_A14 Q1_A13 Q1_Al2 Ql_All
	 Ql_A10
Q1_A16	 0.944
Q1_A15
	 0.290
	 0.858
Q1_A14
	 0.170	 0.273	 0.791
Q1_A13	 0.126	 0.100
	 0.130	 0.717
Q1_Al2
	 0.167	 0.208	 0.070	 0.182	 0.629
Ql_All
	 0.333	 0.236
	 0.283	 0.161
	 0.120	 0.892
Ql_A10
	 0.282	 0.131
	 0.195	 0.048	 0.021	 0.385	 0.885
Q1_A9	 0.222	 0.017
	 0.095
	 0.104	 0.126	 0.154	 0.102
Q1_A8	 0.100	 0.087	 0.142	 0.251	 0.160	 0.099	 -0.009
Q1_A7	 -0.014
	 0.096	 0.144	 0.183	 0.142	 0.204	 0.073
Q1_A6	 0.115	 0.118	 0.196	 0.018	 0.144	 0.287	 0.271
Q1_A5	 0.146	 0.115	 0.164	 0.079	 0.181	 0.172	 0.087
Q1_A4	 0.116
	 0.153	 0.178	 0.269	 0.139	 0.114	 0.033
Q1_A3	 0.122	 0.212	 0.135	 0.178	 0.182	 0.138
	 -0.009
Q1_A2	 0.275	 0.268	 0.230	 0.201
	 0.166	 0.362	 0.195
Ql_Al	 0.207	 0.231	 0.068	 0.218
	 0.230	 0.120	 0.009
Q1_A9
	 Q1_A8	 Q1_A7	 Q1_A6
	 Q1_A5	 Q1_A4	 Q1_A3
Q1_A9
	 0.778
Q1_A8	 0.129
	 0.882
Q1_A7	 0.012	 0.227	 1.157
Q1_A6	 0.184	 0.111	 0.101
	 0.958
Q1_A5
	 0.223	 0.064
	 0.083	 0.324
	 0.818'
Q1_A4	 0.097
	 0.317	 0.160
	 0.184	 0.060	 0.653
Q1_A3	 0.031
	 0.151	 0.319	 0.146	 0.041
	 0.237	 0.762
Q1_A2	 0.170
	 0.218	 0.134
	 0.231	 0.138	 0.345
	 0.241
Ql_Al	 0.150	 0.204	 0.188
	 0.063
	 0.098	 0.326
	 0.320
Q1_A2
	 Ql_Al
Q1_A2	 0.804
Ql_Al	 0.280	 0.724
Performance <- Strategic Alignment_F
	 0.605	 0.068	 8.883
CSO < 	
 Strategic Alignment_Fxc
	 0.186	 0.075	 2.476
SSC < 	
 Strategic Alignment_Fxc
	 0.296	 0.072	 4.097
SG < 	
 Strategic Alignment_Fxc
	 0.569
	 0.068
	 8.428
TABSP <
	
 Strategic Alignment_Fxc	 1.531	 0.281	 5.443
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IABSP < 	 Strategic Alignment_Fxc 2.732 0.533 5.125
OABSP < 	 Strategic Alignment_Fxc 2.481 0.564 4.400
DC < 	 Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.003 0.090 11.177
ISIG < 	 Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.000
OIQ < 	 Strategic Alignment_Fxc 0.569 0.090 6.308
OAISP < 	 Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.592 0.235 6.775
IAISP < 	 Strategic Alignment_Fxc 2.027 0.352 5.766
TAISP < 	 Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.075 0.150 7.178
TAISP < 	 Performance -0.288 0.205 -1.405
IAISP < 	 Performance -1.930 0.536 -3.603
OAISP < 	 Performance -1.118 0.330 -3.384
TABSP < 	 Performance -1.311 0.417 -3.144
IABSP < 	 Performance -3.189 0.832 -3.832
OABSP < 	 Performance -3.315 0.879 -3.773
Ql_Al < 	 SG 1.000
Q1_A2 < 	 SG 0.992 0.151 6.591
Q1_A3 < 	 SG 0.985 0.147 6.681
Q1_A4 < 	 SG 1.037 0.142 7.283
Q1_A5 < 	 SSC 1.000
Q1_A6 < 	 SSC 1.134 0.371 3.059
Q1_A7 < 	 SSC 2.329 0.607 3.836
Q1_A8 < 	 SSC 1.465 0.421 3.483
Q1_A9 <
	 SSC 0.883 0.313 2.825
Ql_A10 < 	 CSO 1.000
Ql_All < 	 CSO 1.690 0.781 2.164
Q1_Al2 < 	 CSO 2.165 0.920 2.353
Q1_A13 <
	 CSO 2.031 0.881 2.307
QI_A14 < 	 CSO 1.442 0.686 2.103
Q1_A15 < 	 CSO 2.294 0:989 2.319
Q1_A16 < 	 CSO 1.497 0.723 2.069
Q1_A17 < 	 CSO 2.012 0.864 2.330
Ql_B1 < 	 OABSP 1.000
Q1_B2 < 	 OABSP 0.994 0.084 11.829
Q1_B3 < 	 OABSP 1.226 0.117 10.514
Q1_B4 < 	 OABSP 0.851 0.111 7.660
Q1_B5 < 	 OABSP 1.151 0.130 8.882
Q1_B6 < 	 OABSP 1.400 0.148 9.482
Q1_B7 < 	 OABSP 1.348 0.142 9.527
Q1_B8 < 	 OABSP 1.344 0.141 9.558
Q1_B9 <
	
OABSP 1.376 0.142 9.664
Ql_B10 < 	 IABSP 1.000
Ql_Bll < 	 IABSP 0.962 0.079 12.190
Q1_B12 < 	 IABSP 0.931 0.076 12.234
Q1_B13 < 	 TABSP 1.000
Q1_B14 < 	 TABSP 0.719 0.105 6.853
Q1_B15 < 	 TABSP 1.211 0.140 8.646
profit < 	 Performance 1.000
incom_gw < Performance 0.439 0.136 3.234
sales_gw < Performance 0.957 0.131 7.283
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Q2_A1 < 	 DC 1.000
Q2_A2 < 	 DC 0.904 0.087 10.444
Q2_A3 < 	 DC 0.728 0.079 9.230
Q2_A4 < 	 DC 0.985 0.093 10.613
Q2_A5 < 	 DC 0.941 0.095 9.914
Q2_A6 < 	 DC 0.871 0.091 9.563
02_A13 < 	 ISIG 1.000
02_A14 < 	 ISIG 0.946 0.086 11.017
Q2_A15 < 	 ISIG 0.913 0.077 11.928
Q2_A7 < 	 OIQ 1.000
Q2_A8 < 	 OIQ 1.691 0.271 6.237
Q2_A9 < 	 01Q 1.577 0.258 6.119
Q2_A10 < 	 OIQ 2.045 0.318 6.428
Q2_A11 < 	 OIQ 1.472 0.242 6.093
02_Al2 < 	 01Q 1.584 0.250 6.346
02_B1 < 	 OAISP 1.000
Q2_B2 <
	
OAISP 1.032 0.087 11.799
Q2_B3 < 	 OAISP 1.056 0.098 10.825
Q2_B4 < 	 OAISP 0.815 0.085 9.597
Q2_B5 < 	 OAISP 0.737 0.081 9.094
Q2_B6 < 	 OAISP 0.913 0.085 10.726
Q2_B7 < 	 OAISP 0.978 0.085 11.509
Q2_B8 < 	 OAISP 0.889 0.081 10.916
Q2_B9 < 	 OAISP 0.737 0.075 9.878
02_B10 < 	 IAISP 1.000
02_B11 <
	
IAISP 0.831 0.073 11.347
Q2_B12 < 	 IAISP 0.771 0.069 11.091
Q2_B13 < 	 TAISP 1.000
Q2_B14 < 	 TAISP 1.016 0:083 12.260
Q2_B15 < 	 TAISP 0.954 0.079 12.014
Standardized Regression Weights: Estimate
Performance <- Strategic Alignment_F 0.953
CSO < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.000
SSC < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.000
SG < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.000
TABSP < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.963
IABSP < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 2.704
OABSP < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 3.121
DC < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.000
ISIG < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.000
OIQ < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.000
OAISP < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.692
IAISP < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 2.164
TAISP < 	  Strategic Alignment_Fxc 1.191
TAISP < 	  Performance -0.203
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IAISP < 	  Performance	 -1.306
OAISP < 	  Performance	 -0.753
TABSP < 	  Performance	 -1.066
IABSP < 	  Performance	 -2.001
OABSP < 	  Performance	 -2.645
Ql_Al < 	  SG	 0.511
QI_A2 < 	  SG	 0.481
Q1_A3 < 	  SG	 0.491
Q1_A4 < 	  SG	 0.559
Q1_A5 < 	  SSC	 0.250
Q1_A6 < 	  SSC	 0.262
Q1_A7 < 	  SSC	 0.490
Q1_A8 < 	  SSC	 0.353
Q1_A9 < 	  SSC	 0.227
Ql_A10 < 	  CSO	 0.151
Ql_All < 	  CSO	 0.255
Q1_Al2 < 	  CSO	 0.389
Q1_A13 < 	  CSO	 0.342
Q1_A14 < 	  CSO	 0.231
Q1_A15 < 	
 CSO	 0.353
Q1_A16 < 	  CSO	 0.219
Q1_A17 < 	  CSO	 0.363
Ql_B1 < 	  OABSP	 0.558
Q1_B2 < 	
 OABSP	 0.557
Q1_B3 <
	  OABSP	 0.658
Q1_B4 < 	  OABSP	 0.564
Q1_B5 < 	  OABSP	 0.703
QI_B6 < 	  OABSP	 0.785
Q1_B7 < 	  OABSP	 0.792
Q1_B8 < 	  OABSP	 0.796
Q1_B9 < 	  OABSP	 0.813
Ql_B10 < 	  IABSP	 0.739
Ql_Bll < 	  IABSP	 0.716
Q1_B12 < 	
 IABSP	 0.719
QI_B13 < 	  TABSP	 0.597
Q1_B14 < 	  TABSP	 0.450
Q1_B15 < 	
 TABSP	 0.598
profit < 	  Performance	 0.560
incom_gw < 	  Performance	 0.206
sales_gw < 	  Performance	 0.523
Q2_A1 < 	  DC	 0.674
Q2_A2 < 	  DC	 0.669
Q2_A3 < 	  DC	 0.585
Q2_A4 < 	  DC	 0.680
Q2_A5 < 	  DC	 0.632
Q2_A6 < 	  DC	 0.608
Q2_A13 < 	  ISIG	 0.720
Q2_A14 < 	  ISIG	 0.664
Q2_A15 < 	  ISIG	 0.718
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	Q2_A7 < 	
	
Q2_A8 < 	
	
Q2_A9 < 	
Q2_A10 <
Q2_A11 <
Q2_Al2 <
	
02_B1 < 	
	
Q2_B2 < 	
	
Q2_B3 < 	
	
Q2_B4 < 	
	
Q2_B5 < 	
	
Q2_B6 < 	
	
Q2_B7 < 	
	
Q2_B8 < 	
	
Q2_B9 < 	
Q2_B10 <
02_B11 <
Q2_B12 <
Q2_B13 <
Q2_B14 <
Q2_B15 <
Covariances:
el <
e2 <
el <
el <
e2 <
el <
Performan
TAISP
IAISP
OAISP
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OIQ 0.384
01Q 0.693
OIQ 0.653
	  OIQ 0.772
	  OIQ 0.644
	  01Q 0.736
OAISP 0.705
OAISP 0.721
OAISP 0.661
OAISP 0.586
OAISP 0.555
OAISP 0.655
OAISP 0.703
OAISP 0.667
OA1SP 0.603
IAISP 0.737
IAISP 0.667
IAISP 0.653
TAISP 0.729
TAISP 0.726
TAISP 0.712
Estimate	 S.E.	 C.R.	 Label
> e2 0.477 0.059 8.068
> e3 0.404 0.055 7.314
> e3 0.272 0:052 5.232
Correlations:	 Estimate
	 > e2 0.587
	 > e3 0.526
	 > e3 0.353
Standardized Direct Effects
Strategi Performa TAISP
0.953 0.000 0.000
1.191 -0.203 0.000
2.164 -1.306 0.000
1.692 -0.753 0.000
IAISP OAISP OIQ ISIG
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
607
00IQ 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
ISIG 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
DC 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
TABSP 1.963 -1.066 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
IABSP 2.704 -2.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
OABSP 3.121 -2.645 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
CSO 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
SSC 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
SG 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B15 0.000 0.000 0.712 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B14 0.000 0.000 0.726 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B13 0.000 0.000 0.729 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.653 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.667 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.737 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.603 0.000 0.000
Q2_B8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.667 0.000 0.000
Q2_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.703 0.000 0.000
Q2_B6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.655 0.000 0.000
Q2_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.555 0.000 0.000
Q2_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.586 0.000 0.000
Q2_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.661 0.000 0.000
Q2_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.721 0.000 0.000
Q2_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.705 0.000 0.000
Q2_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.736 0.000
Q2_A11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.644 0.000
Q2_A10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.772 0.000
Q2_A9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.653 0.000
Q2_A8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000. 0.693 0.000
Q2_A7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.384 0.000
Q2_A15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.718
Q2_A14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.664
Q2_A13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.720
Q2_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
sales_gw 0.000 0.523 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
incom_gw 0.000 0.206 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
profit 0.000 0.560 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B12 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_Bll 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
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Q1_B8	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_B7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B5	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B4	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B3	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_B2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_B1	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A17	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A16
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A15	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_Al2	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_All	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_A10
	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A9	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A8	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A7	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_A6	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_A5	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_A4	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q1_A3	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q1_A2	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Ql_Al	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
DC	 TABSP	 IABSP	 OABSP	 CSO	 SSC	 SG
Performan	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000,
	0.000	 0.000
TAISP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
IAISP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OAISP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OIQ	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
ISIG	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
DC	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
TABSP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000
IABSP
	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
OABSP	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
CSO	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SSC	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
SG	 0.000
	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q2_B15
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q2_B14	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B13	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B12
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
Q2_B11
	
0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
Q2_B10	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
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Q2_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A11 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A6 0.608 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A5 0.632 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A4 0.680 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A3 0.585 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A2 0.669 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q2_A1 0.674 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
sales_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
incom_gw 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
profit 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B15 0.000 0.598 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B14 0.000 0.450 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B13 0.000 0.597 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B12 0.000 0.000 0.719 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_Bll 0.000 0.000 0.716 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B10 0.000 0.000 0.739 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.813 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.796 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.792 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.785 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.703 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.564 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.658 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_B2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.557 0.000 0.000 0.000
Ql_B1 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.558 0.000 0.000 0.000
Q1_A17 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.363 0.000 0.000
Q1_A16 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.219 0.000 0.000
Q1_A15 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.353 0.000 0.000
Q1_A14 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.231 0.000 0.000
Q1_A13 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.342 0.000 0.000
Q1_Al2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.389 0.000 0.000
Ql_All 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.255 0.000 0.000
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Ql_A10 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.151 0.000 0.000
Q1_A9 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.227 0.000
Q1_A8 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.353 0.000
Ql_A7 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.490 0.000
Q1_A6 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.262 0.000
Q1_A5 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.250 0.000
Q1_A4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.559
Q1_A3 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.491
Ql_A2 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.481
Ql_Al 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.511
Summary of models
Model NPAR	 CMIN	 DF	 P	 CMIN/DF
	
Default model	 140	 7493.260 2005	 0.000
	 3.737
	
Saturated model	 2145	 0.000	 0
	
Independence model
	 65	 14788.991 2080
	 0.000	 7.110
Model	 RMR	 GFI	 AGFI	 PGFI
	
Default model
	
0.088
	
0.501
	
0.466	 0.468
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.333
	
0.123
	
0.096
	 0.119
	
DELTA1
	
RHO'	 DELTA2	 RHO2
Model	 NFI	 RFI	 IFI	 TLI	 CFI
	
Default model
	
0.493
	
0.474	 0.571
	
0.552
	
0.568
	
Saturated model
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
1.000
	
Independence model
	
0.000
	
0.000	 0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
Model	 PRATIO	 PNFI	 PCFI
	
Default model
	
0.964
	
0.476
	
0.548
	
Saturated model
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
	
Independence model
	
1.000
	
0.000
	
0.000
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Model	 NCP	 LO 90	 HI 90
	
Default model
	 5488.260	 5226.675	 5756.727
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000
	
Independence model	 12708.991	 12326.557	 13098.019
Model	 FMIN	 FO	 LO 90
	
HI 90
	
Default model	 27.051	 19.813	 18.869	 20.782
	
Saturated model	 0.000	 0.000
	 0.000
	 0.000
	
Independence model	 53.390	 45.881	 44.500	 47.285
Model	 RMSEA	 LO 90	 HI 90	 PCLOSE
	
Default model
	
0.099	 0.097	 0.102	 0.000
	
Independence model
	
0.149	 0.146	 0.151	 0.000
Model	 AIC	 BCC	 BIC	 CAIC
	
Default model	 7773.260
	 7860.843	 8865.541	 8421.127
	
Saturated model	 4290.000	 5631.896	 21025.308
	 14216.247
	
Independence model	 14918.991	 14959.654	 15426.121
	 15219.786
Model	 ECVI	 LO 90
	 HI 90	 MECVI
	
Default model
	
28.062	 27.118	 29.032	 28.378
	
Saturated model
	
15.487	 15.487	 15.487	 20.332
	
Independence model
	
53.859	 52.479	 55.264	 54.006
	
HOELTER	 HOELTER
Model	 .05
	 .01
	
Default model
	
79	 80
	
Independence model
	
41	 42
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